_ CITY OF CUPERTINO 
GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT 


-1-GPA-80 
TECHNICAL APPENDIX - c 


ECONOMIC ANALYSIS 


HIN 198 
UNIVERSHTY UF GALIFORN 

QUESTOR ASSOCIATES 

115 SANSOME STREET 

SUITE 600 

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104 MAY 23, 1983 
a STATE CLEARINGHOUSE NUMBER 81030308 
4 


hy 
PY 
‘ mi, 


P, 


xe ue 
Balers 80 


th 


she 


a. 


IV. 


Vise 


Ay 
Questor Associates 
TABLE OF CONTENTS 
Page No. 
RAE CU TAO PmMOUMMAR Y bite ce 2 Bien uch Pe eh st, 35 colons 00-0 ogee ond tote 1 
IPUREO S Ramen env es ete, oe eteee, i OL. Ss ah cre ore Si ecw wi a eailetn enews ai 
SOCTORCONOMIGSTRENDS “AND. PROJECTIONS. = oe. «6 ccs ees S 
A. Popuva cronmrcmcn. . cee ere octets Mute rE Re cio ses Gos 0 ote 8 
ee HOUSED OMS Bret. mes usec c cast hese p cecusheats eucrsheueest oo shes cr etels 8 
Ce MD MONIGG I Ch etetsce tere ces otek ena atere: oihtege ec entmema ¢ Ri aoe SCR et LL 
Dy MNVCOMG Mr. a cPolterekels. ots. ous. speisc che deray cus Catze lelsetes sos: ole aie! soo 14 
RETAT GeMARKE TS IMPACT MANALYS IS wir. aiiel. Sieicieue sie «oo wie os 18 
A. Marke CeATea DELL CLON sets one t co ate sore trons ac epee ners 18 
B. ExaiecaingeMarke tt eConditions meiid... cir eeiet eee eee ols 21 
Ge PUCULG@MALKECETTENGS OP Ata. 2 aan as ssa etal: sets otarsts eal 
D. Evaluations of Proposed Growth Scenarios ....... 42 
OPE LCE SSPACE BMARKET (IMPACT ANALYSIS 9. ccna. so a ene =f 
A. Market sAreasbefinitionmes.. Lenas.. Sata. Voaes. os. - 52 
Be ExrocingqMarket CONG CLONS iy ete, a0 s: oleel ved are’ eeren sire 53 
Cy PULCULeeMatKGte LL eClGSiws cee srctercicle eines s sles ere 6 teens 58 
De Evaluation of Proposed Growth Scenarios ........ 65 
INDUSTRIAL SPACE MARKET IMPACT ANALYSIS ............. 69 
A. Market cArea Definitione’:. ...25...66. See stn Rar eS 69 
Be ExactingpeMarkete Congimt1ons ®. fsa. ies See. es es 70 
Ce FuturesManket Trends), we. <ceeieca cnet sal. oes 13 
Dr Evaluation of Proposed Growth Scenarios ........ 76 
BHOUS ING SMARKE TT SIMPACT “ANALYSIS copsi ese, «, sxs encieios or os ox oner then ove) 0 80 
A. Marcetwareawhetlin? tones. fog. Gitiilves soe oss 80 
B. Exes CMe Mar Ke te CONG 1 CL ONS: bgeyo, 50151 60+) sins nrek srsnes os tenons 80 
‘eb Rue eee ia Wicetees br ONGStm et.) .) erat oy Diets ie <6 '0 se 2 eae 0s 97 
De Evaluation pormroposed Growth Scenarios ......5.... 102 


Vil. 


WALA Ea 


Questor Associates 


Page No. 
PLOCAU IMPACT, ANALYSIS 9 «Gx oss «'s10-0 sola otele 10 00 0 lenel se oienenoustons LL6 
A. Method Of ANALYSIS) ~ ccc 25 s+ ore oe letele cls ole ehemer eran 116 
B. COStCSESCAMAECS | 2-3 ccsress. + blocs cts sie ie oho lous. 0 eke) siete euamemenone 130 
c. Revenue ESCIMACes: 2.6.06 65.05. 6 cre sieko: one + one oh petetohvee ene he te 139 
Dr Comparison of Fiscal Costs and Revenues ........ 141 
Be Implications and Recommendations .......-.......-- 143 
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES ..... 144 
A. Retail Market Conclusions «<5 2c < «<1s 01s <i 144 
B. Office Markets ConclusiloOnsis. .., -<:f1omsecs ses = eee 145 
Cz Industrial Market’ COncLUSZTONS» <j.1-1-usns> o) eeeeree enone 145 
De Housing Market ‘Conclusions: .< --1.~..tp-i-els eee 146 
Ez Fiscal’ Impact Conclusions. 5... <i...c8 > «ieee 148 
2s POLICY VIMp lI Catlons: 2s 40.2.7. .0 ccs ence e ote esl ta eeem ee 148 


us ae 


T=-1 


TI=-1 
II=-2 
II=3 
II-4 


Ii-5 


II-6 


T= 7. 


tl=9 


II=-10 


IIIe-l1 
III=-2 
Lbia3 
IlIi-4 


Luts 


IITI=-6 


IT T= 


IiI-8 


III=-9 


Questor Associates 


LIST OF EXHIBITS 


EconomicsAnalysise Flow Diagram wer less. esses. 


santa  ClararCounty® . sore sects + eer ee so 5 ee 
Primary Retail’ Market jAre@a meme ee nc ese nes 
secondary Retail Market Areas. eva 1G... 
Population Trends, Primary and Secondary 
Retail Market Areas, Santa Clara County, 

EOP S=LOS OM Mires, Riser wn ctereetets Ree treaete teers. eens 
Household Trends, Primary and Secondary 
Retail Market Areas, Santa Clara County, 

EO 7 5 SOOO er os APSE. Frac ene ae cowie ateeias 
Average Household Size Trends, Primary 

and Secondary Retail Markets, Santa 
Clara’County 7a) 97,0 Sel 9S ot ee ere cere Gee ose rs 
Employment Trends, Primary and Secondary 
Retail Market Areas, Santa Clara County, 
1975 =1 990 MAROON e Sei Lee 
Unemployment Rate Trends, Annual Averages, 
Civilian Labor Force, Santa Clara County, 

San Francisco SMSA, California, 1979-1982 .... 
Unemployment Rate Trends, Santa Clara 

County, San Francisco SMSA, California, 
OSLO Lt BRS 2 Rc ey Re rated Ry Mar i ro ts oh bald oy eee eee hl Bas ies 
Estimated Distribution of Households by 
Income, Cupertino Market Areas, Santa Clara 
SOUN CY, LOS list Pees eredetoks ctetevote ce Pome stot st teEeas 5 si8) cue 


Primary vRetatl Marketvared, set. cette os cleo ay ee 
Secondary. Retail 'MarketwAréa (2055. 2... Fo. 
Regional Shopping Centers, Primary and 
SecondarvemMar ket Areas; lo Ol. fc west iesetemer. «7 
Locations of Regional Shopping Centers - 
sanitary Caray County 1 9Siri er. - Ory Oe 
Adults Shopping One or More Times in the 

Last 30 Days, Santa Clara County Shoppers, 
VOSOL (ee BAe tn eA ele ocdets ese ees Te lM.« “6 
Percent of All Santa Clara County Adults 

Who Have Shopped at Regional Shopping 

CENTERS PL OSOL ener steve rats et atten eater ear Ake ve xv pounds poueiss 
Taxable Sales of Retail Stores for Selected 
Shopping Centers in Santa Clara County, 

TTBS ae ES WEE YE ne bc mo yb det oi Rl ar eS oN Rd eo a 
Existing Retail Market, Primary and 

Secondary Market Areas, 1980 ..6ss.s5....255::; 
Tenant List, Cupertino Crossroads Shopping 
Te OG At ane eile Ws, ons suis ares (anes one! ose re beter es hie 


OAL Li. 


Questor Associates 


Page No. 


III=-10 Growth in Expenditures Due to Population 

Growth, Primary and Secondary Markets, 

OB SO SG erate coe ee oo tae: © ee os evo eeotol ol sy ses here ernerena 34 
TII-11 Growth in Expenditures Due to Employment 

Growth, Primary and Secondary Markets 

POS O MUO SG io 707. cies eke kis erste he Me Siecle s eas ess Senses aes 36 
III-12 Planned Additions to Regional Shopping 

Centers, Primary and Secondary Market 


Areas ,. 1980-1986) voce we. Pelesctoncels «pore: theteronckels + <6 > Saners 39 
III-13 Growth in Retail Supply, In Square Feet, 

Primary and Secondary Markets, 1980-1986 ..... 40 
III=-14 Commercial Employment Potential, Santa 

Clara «County «CLuvesy. ©1979 net. o reciecssiencd +s oso anes 41 
III-15 Retail Market Evaluation, Primary and 

Secondary Market Areas, 1980-1986 ..........-. 43 
III-16 Retail Market Evaluation, Urbanized Area 

of Santa Clara County, 1980-1986 ............. 44 
III-17 Comparative Land Use Summary, Commercial 

Construction. Cupertino .-AUuguUStelOS lee... su 46 


III-18 Additional Construction as Percent of ~ 
Existing/Approved Construction, Commercial 


Construction, Cupertino 198 le.<icmacd.. <. Rute 47 
III-19 Cross Shopping Patterns, Santa Clara County 

Shoppers, 1980 ...... Mes enctopekoncton ete. oad She: 0 oi alo) serene 49 
Iv-1 Office Sub-Market, Santa Clara County ........ 54 
IV=-2 Growth of Office Space in Santa Clara 

County through, 197.9) onisstests% Tiegctarcts) tad. « 08s teas pot) 
IV=3 Growth of Office Construction in Santa Clara 

County, 1972-1979 2%, ... ss cteteteho s operonsienet. 51 cl siet stl ere 56 
Iv-4 Absorption Rate Trends, Santa Clara County, 

West Valley Area 9-1975=1980) 2c. ditcctoret. .. . Pade 57. 
Iv-5 Inventory of Existing Office Space, Santa 

Clara County, December 1980, July 1981 ....... 59 
IV=-6 Office Occupancy Rates, Santa Clara County, 

LOT B=198 1. -.aucet « olekstvnt aregens ciame dae test clckol dae ¥o: 076s 6. aaeks 60 
IV-7 Office Occupancy Rates, Santa Clara County 

LOTS =LOOIN . cinenaws s axo/sberidte. ‘uate bonetaneweys: emsdel ayekels’ oe: 6-6. Seen e 61 
IV-8 Comparative Rent Levels for Major Multi- 

Tenant Office Buildings in Santa Clara 

COUN Gyr b 98 0: gucci ois ae heen LP o0 Ns Shak, crue nis 2 a ee 62 
IV-9 Comparative Rent Ranges for Major Multi- 

Tenant Office Buildings in Santa Clara 

County, 21980) >. tps te cs chsg-lontes ease eee cs os ee 63 
Iv-10 Comparative Land Use Summary, Office 

Construction, Cupertino, Auguste Joie... -.- 66 
Ive-1l Additional Construction as Percent of 

Existing/Approved Construction = Office 

Construction..-, Cupertino, 1991) 1; a4senas ... eee 67 


iv. 


Questor Associates 


Page: No. 
V-1 Industrial Space Absorption Patterns Santa 
GlaragGounty *Cupercinocwero7 6-l9s80m- oa. geal 
V=-2 Inventory of Industrial Research and 
Development Space for Lease, Silicon Valley 
MaLKGCPAT ea ePAUGUSTM LOGI. set eee tts oe) ee WP 
V-3 Industrial Employment Potential, Santa 
CVaraaCounty Cities 9097 978 wr ee eee cee eee 74 
V-4 Employment Trends, High Technology 
Companies, Santa Clara County, 1977-1979 ..... Ji 
V=5 Comparative Land Use Summary, Industrial 
CONSCLUCTICN, Cupertino, *ALGUS Celool= shee TA 
V-6 Additional Construction as a Percent of 
Existing/Approved Construction, Industrial 
Construction tn Cupertino wos eee meee ns ees 78 
VI-l san JOsevReaINES ta Ce IbOaTaeALea, beet. + o'elsies ane 81 
VI-2 Cupertino, Montel Vista Area, Sasser. foes ce oe 82 
VI-3 Single-Family Home and Condominium Sales, 
San Jose Metropolitan Area, 1980, 1981 ....... 84 
VI-4 Distribution of Single-Family Home Sales, 
San Jose Metropolitan Area, 1981 ............. 85 
VI-5 Single-Family Home Sales, Cupertino - Monte 
VESTA HE LOCO MLO CIe pee. crate cre rere teeter tsa al etecate 86 
VI-6 Condominium and Townhouse Sales, Cupertino, 
Montemvilstad TOS Orme lo Ss Career PP s < o aaelegs 87 
VI-7 Survey of Residential Construction Projects, 
Cupertino and Vicinity, March-April, 1981 .... 88 
VI-8 Locations of Residential Construction 
Projects CUDErCINO@ANG*ViCTNL Cy te eee sts ns 89 
VI-9 Rent Survey of Advertised Housing Units, 
Cumulative Percents by Type of Unit, 
CUPSLEING SLOG 1e, | MBO Ae Fe Serna a 6 ong ae ets 91 
VI-10 Housing Affordability Analysis, Single- 
Family Home Resales, Cupertino ............... 92 
VI-11 Housing Affordability Analysis, Condominium 
Resales: Cupertino ere. sete che res 66 oe ious as 93 
VI-12 Housing Affordability Analysis, Single- 
Family Home New Construction Sales, 
CUD SLE TIO* eter. eee tate erenetertens, aieee rete ete tte 6 ane a scaly 94 
VI-13 Housing Affordability Analysis, Condominium 
New Construction Sales>” Cupertino. 6... 2. ot 95 
VI-14 Housing Affordability Analysis, Rental 
HOUSS I eCUD ERTL NOM ree ote ene eaten ee eer entts so ae ae oe 96 
VI-15 Residential Development Potential, Santa 
ClanarCounty. CLULeS) ere Sore eter eres 6 oe 5cs one 98 
VI-16 Potential Residential Development, 
SUDET CUOMO ee ie, ae etets tetas Beat ote ene tene 6) 6 aia Wide e 100 
VI-17 Distribution of Employees by Type and 
Income Level, Cupertino Employees, 1981 ...... iM oie 


Questor Associates 


Page No. 
VI-18 Distribution of New Employees by Type and 
Income, Cupertino ......-.-seeseee cere ceeeeees 103 
VI-19 Distribution of Additional Employees by 
PVD) Gils dhe «dap ep oxe¥a ver entlesaneyeh Gusto ey orss Mouede: ueteustonvie = 561s ie 104 


VI-=-20 Distribution of Additional Employees by . 
Income, #7 Increased Intensity Plan, Cupertino 


L981 1990 cop. eel exs cues oehei> apeteussyodetagtieds Siete oe 7 105 
VI-21 Comparative Land Use Summary, Residential 
Gonstruction, «<Cupercino,..August«L9815......... 106 


VI-=-22 Additional Construction as Percent of 
Existing/Approved Construction, Residential 


CONS CHUCTLON, .CUDECE.CI NO ge bo ln Pee aro o- = arte 107 
VI-23 Distribution of Employees by Residence, 

CUDELFEINOZEMPLOVEGLS pel 9S1 cers casrencdpenrnthe - 6 5 46 4 os 109 
VI=-24 Survey of Workers per Household, Santa Clara 

County “mp Loyers:,, 19.79 w...5 3 ad anG eta te sis s Tet 110 
VI-25 Employment Status of Women, Santa Clara 

COUNTY, <SNODDEES fan 9S 0 ieriecce lt hont aa aaraneded 6 chess Ses eZ 


VI-26 Likely Number of Housing Units Occupied by 
Employers Due to Additional Growth, 
CUPSL CIN)... LOS = LODO. suns cect pes eis eA aie cos oie 2S 


VII-1 Estimate of Increased Nonresidential Property 

Value, Under "Increased" Development Scenario 

by Type of Developmentiasr. « «tac Agand ...). 5-1 r2: 
VII-2 Estimate of Increased Nonresidential 

Property Value Under "Intermediate" Develop- 

ment Scenario by Type of Development ......... L22 
VII-3 Estimate of Increased Nonresidential 

Property Value Under "Existing" Development 

Scenario by Type of Development .............. 123 
VII-4 Estimate of Increased Nonresidential Prop- 

erty Value Under "Decreased" Development 

Scenario by Type of Development .............. 124 
VII-5 Distribution of Government Expenditures, 

City, of Cupertino, 1980-190) cute emee < ole ce 125 
VII-6 Student Population Growth and Cost Impacts 

Under, Development, Scenarios wuss asf. leneee «1. 5 ses 127, 
VII-7 Growth in Housing Units and Population by 

Development..SCONALLOGE <p aBviens i Modersmois race. «+ Ealea Te 129 
VII-8 Estimates of New Nonresidential Fiscal 

Costs for the Four Development Scenarios ..... nbs h 
VII-9 Estimated Incremental Nonresidential 

Fiscal Costs by Service Category and 

Development. Scenariosie. pp eceee ee Pee. ae Po2 
VII-10 Estimated Incremental Residential Fiscal 

Costs by Service Category and Development 

SCONAT1 Os 24... -cposen suse foreach nHele eck kia ee ee 134 
VII-11 Estimated Incremental School Cost Impacts 

by Development. Scenario vs150 9 eee ee 135 
Vil=-12 Estimated Incremental Cost Impacts by 

Service: Category and Scenario’ <..-. ee 136 


Vil 


Vivo =23 
VII-14 


ViTr=1 


Appendix 
Appendix 
Appendix 


Appendix 


Appendix 


Appendix 


Estimated Incremental Revenue Impacts 


Questor Associates 


coee eee @ @ 


Combined Cost and Revenue Estimates for 


the Four Developments 


cere ee ee © 


oe ew eer ee eee ee ee ee 


Land Use Summary Evaluation, Additional 
Construction as Percent of Existing/Approved 


Construction = Cupertino, 1981 


A: 
Be 


E=-2: 


Lasceon 


APPENDICES 


Contacts 


coececerer eee ee © © © © @ 


Bibliography of Published Documents 
Refinement Coefficients for the 
Proportional Valuation Fiscal Impact 


Method 


Letter of 19 April 1982 from Central 


Fire Protection District 


Detailed Statement of General City 
Expenditures for the Fiscal Year 
Ended June 30, 1980 


Detailed Statement of General City 
Revenues for the Fiscal Year Ended 


June 30, 


1980 


Vil: 


, oP 2 eee 
Questor Associates 


EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 


Questor Associates has completed an economic analysis of the 
potential impacts resulting from four versions of the Cuper- 
tino General Plan. These versions consist of 1) the existing 
General Plan, 2) a revised General Plan which permits higher 
levels of land development intensity, 3) a revised General 
Plan which permits an intermediate level of land development 
intensity; and 4) a revised General Plan which reduces po- 
tential land development below existing limits. The analysis 
includes comprehensive examinations of the following areas: 


2 Population, household, and employment projec- 
tions; 

Retail market feasibility, and potential im- 
pacts; 

$ Office space market feasibility, and potential 
impacts; 

. Industrial space market feasibility, and po- 
tential impacts; 

2 Fiscal impacts on the City of Cupertino; and, 

e Recommended mitigation measures to reduce 


negative impacts. 


The conclusions of this analysis are presented below. 


RETAIL MARKET CONCLUSIONS 


The level of commercial development permitted under both the 
existing and intermediate intensity General Plan scenarios 
have a high degree of market feasibility. The additional 
commercial construction of over 2 million square feet allowed 
under the increased intensity plan, however, would appear 
difficult to support given the projected levels of population 
and employment growth. 


The major negative impacts of commercial expansion in Cuper- 
tino would fall largely on centers outside the City. The 
expansion of Vallco Fashion Park in particular would have a 
negative impact on Sunnyvale Town Center and the Valley Fair/ 


A 
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Stevens Creek project. Local Cupertino retailers most 
likely to be negatively impacted by an expansion of Vallco 
Fashion Park would be specialty stores which sell goods 
Similar to those of Vallco, such as the high fashion apparel 
stores found in several centers along Stevens Creek 
Boulevard. 


Questor's analysis indicates that between 400,000 and 500,000 
square feet of commercial space can be absorbed over the next 
five years. During the mid-1980s, a re-evaluation of the 
retail market should be performed to determine the extent of 
additional demand which might occur due to employment and 
population growth. Questor also recommends that the retail 
identity and viability of the Crossroads-Town Center area can 
be ea 6 by encouraging mixed-use developments. (Refer to 
DD: -51. 


OFFICE MARKET CONCLUSIONS 


Demand for office space in Cupertino is expected to be strong 
throughout the 1980s, and thus all four of the General Plan 
scenarios are feasible in terms of market criteria. To avoid 
a temporary oversupply in the office space market, however, 
Questor would recommend that no more than 400,000 square feet 
be marketed in one year. (Refer to pp. 52-68.) 


INDUSTRIAL MARKET CONCLUSIONS 


Demand for research and development space in Cupertino is 
also expected to be strong during the 1980s, and thus all 
four General Plan scenarios have a high degree of market 
feasibility. To avoid a temporary oversupply of industrial 
space, however, Questor recommends that no more than one 
industrial building be marketed within a two- to three-month 
period. (Refer to pp. 69-79.) 


HOUSING MARKET CONCLUSIONS 


The vast majority of new employees will likely come from 
residences outside Cupertino. Only those households with two 


ae 
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wage earners with relatively high incomes are likely to ma 
able to afford housing within the City. Increased re aa 
will aggravate the existing imbalance between jobs an 
housing in Santa Clara County. Although housing 1S * 
countywide problem, in the absence of a metropolitan peor 
ment, it would appear that each city would have to oa 
responsibility for providing some housing in conjunction wit 
new jobs. It should be emphasized, however, that this 
decision is more a question of public policy rather than 
strict economic analysis. 


Since the policy objectives concerning this issue have yet to 
be clearly formulated by the City, it is not possible to 
recommend specific mitigation measures. Questor has pre- 
sented 1) mitigation techniques being used in neighboring 
cities, and 2) extensive housing market data to assist the 
City in refining its policies. (Refer to pp. 80-115.) 


FISCAL IMPACT CONCLUSIONS 


The increased intensity General Plan scenario generates the 
largest fiscal surplus. This fact alone, however, does not 
justify it as the best alternative. To further refine the 
fiscal impact analysis, it is recommended that a meeting of 
agencies providing services be convened to pinpoint the 
likely marginal costs and delivery problems of servicing 
development under the increased and existing scenarios. A 
public/private task force of department heads, developers, 
and business executives should be established to consider how 
to finance new infrastructure and services. (Refer to 
pp. 116-143.) 


POLICY IMPLICATIONS 


All four of the General Plan scenarios are feasible in terms 
of market and fiscal criteria, with the exception of 1) the 
level of commercial development permitted under the increased 
intensity alternative. 


Several key issues which must enter into the City's decision 
in selecting an appropriate General Plan are not covered in 
this report. These issues include: 
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Environmental concerns; 

Social policy objectives; 

Urban design criteria; and 

Transportation impacts. 

As a result, Questor encourages the City of Cupertino to 
consider the results of this study in light of the varied 
concerns which influence land use planning. Only by con- 
Sidering the full impacts of the three General Plan scenarios 


can the City make an informed decision concerning the future 
of Cupertino. 


Sie 
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Te PURPOSE 


Questor Associates has completed an economic analysis pe 
determine the impacts of four proposed versions of che 
Cupertino General Plan. Questor has used both quantitative 
and qualitative methods to determine the impacts of the four 
possible levels of development growth within the city. sSpe- 
cifically, Questor has analyzed the following: 


, Population, household, and employment pro- 
jections for Santa Clara County and appro- 
priate market areas for 1986 and 1990; 


% Retail market impacts, with respect to 1) re- 
gional shopping centers throughout Santa Clara 
County, and 2) existing local Cupertino retail 
activity; 


Office space market impacts, in light of 
anticipated office use trends in the Silicon 
Valley area; 


2 Industrial space market impacts, with specific 
reference to research and development space; 


Housing market impacts, particularly in rela- 
tion to additional demand resulting from 
increased employment in Cupertino; 


Fiscal impacts on the City of Cupertino, 
analyzing revenues to the City as compared to 
the cost of servicing new development; and, 


Short- and long-term mitigation measures which 
might be taken to reduce the effect of the 
identified impacts. 


A flow-chart of this process is shown in Exhibit I-1. 


ie 


Exhibit I-| 


ECONOMIC ANALYSIS FLOW DIAGRAM 


PROPOSED CITY 


GENERAL 
PLAN BUDGE 


MARKET SOCIO- 
STATISTICS ECONOMIC 


AND TRENDS AND 
INTERVIEWS 


AMENDMENTS STRUCTURE 


PROJECTIONS 


EXISTING AND EXISTING AND 


PROJECTED 


EXISTING AND 


PROJECTED OFFICE 
SPACE MARKET 


CONDITIONS 


EXISTING AND 
PROJECTED 
RETAIL MARKET 
CONDITIONS 


PROJECTED 
HOUSING MARKET 


INDUSTRIAL SPACE 
MARKET CONDITIONS 


CONDITIONS 


RETAIL OFFICE SPACE INDUSTRIAL HOUSING eer 

MARKET MARKET SPACE MARKET moe 
IMPACT MARKET IMPACT ae 

See. ANALYSIS AST S18 
ANALYSIS IMPACT 

ANALYSIS 


ANALYSIS 


Source: 
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 
QUESTOR ASSOCIATES 


Questor Associates 


II. SOCIOECONOMIC TRENDS AND PROJECTIONS 


As the first step in evaluating the proposed General Plan 
amendments, Questor Associates has analyzed population, 
household, and employment projections for 1986 and 1990. 
These projections provide the statistical foundation upon 
‘which the market impact analyses are developed. 


Questor has identified three major geographical areas of 
analysis in compiling these projections. These areas are: 


2 Santa Clara County (Exhibit II-1); 


% the primary retail market area (Exhibit II-2); 


and, 
: the secondary retail market area (Exhib- 
Lt 1i—3)): 


The significance of these market areas will be explained in 
more edetazl Min ssection. Wile of [this =report.. In sbrier ee 
primary market area is that area in which over 50% of a 
shopping center's customers live. The secondary market area 
is an area beyond the primary market, where the majority of 
the store's or shopping center's remaining customers live. 
The primary and secondary market areas together should con- 
stitute from 80% to 90% of the shopping center's customer 
base. 


In the case of regional shopping center activity in Cuper- 
tino, the primary market area is a circle of approximately 
five miles in diameter. It includes all of Cupertino as well 
as parts of Los Altos, Mountain View, Sunnyvale, Santa Clara, 
San Jose, Campbell, and Saratoga. 


The secondary market area consists of the remaining urbanized 
portion of Santa Clara County, roughly within a 20 to 30 
minute drive of Cupertino. It stretches from Palo Alto on 
the west to Milpitas on the east, and to Edenvale/Alameda on 
the south. 


Questor Associates has relied primarily on two sources of 
data to develop socioeconomic trends for these areas. These 
two sources are: 
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Exhibit II-3 SECONDARY RETAIL MARKET AREA 


Source: Questor Associates 


Questor Associates 


‘ Urban Decisions Systems, Inc.; and, 
: the Santa Clara County Planning Department. 


Urban Decisions Systems, Inc. (UDS) is a demographic statis=- 
tics firm headquartered in Los Angeles, California. The 1980 
U.S. Census is the data base for UDS' population and house- 
hold projections. Using accepted statistical techniques 
such as cohort survival and migration models, UDS has esti- 
mated the number of persons and households within Santa Clara 
County and in the two market areas for 1981 and 1986. 


The Santa Clara County Planning Department, in conjunction 
with several consulting firms(1), has developed in-depth 


projections for population, households, and employment for 
the year 1990, using data from the base year of 1975. Santa 
Clara County was subdivided into over 300 zones of analysis, 
and 1975 and 1990 figures were estimated for each zone. 
Although the boundaries of primary and secondary market areas 
were roughly identified on the basis of shoppers surveys and 
Questor interviews with marketing specialists, the exact 
geographical boundaries of the market areas correspond to 
aggregations of these Santa Clara County Planning Department 
zones. The County's projections are land-use based, in that 
the most recent available General Plans from the appropriate 
jurisdictions were used to determine the potential for addi- 
tional growth in housing and employment. 


Neither of the two sources discussed above projected employ- 
ment for 1986. The California Employment Development Depart- 
ment, however, has projected employment for Santa Clara 
County for 1985. Using the average annual growth rate for 
the period 1980-1985, Questor has made its own Santa Clara 
County employment projection for 1986. The growth for Santa 
Clara County between 1981 and 1986 has been applied to the 
primary and secondary market areas to complete the 1986 
projection series. 


An overview of these projections is presented below. These 
statistics are an indication of how the demographic profile 
of Santa Clara County is likely to change during the next 
five to twenty years. The projections are then used, as 
applicable, in the various impact analyses which are con- 
tained in this report. 


(1) Wilbur Smith and Associates; Earth Metrics; Bechtel; 
Sedway/Cooke; Mark Thomas; and Jordan/Avant. 


Pi 


Questor Associates 


AS POPULATION 


Santa Clara County grew from a population of 1,169,000 in 
1975 to 1,308,140 in 1981. UDS projectsthat the County will 
have a population of 1,402,296 in 1986, which represents a 
gain of 7.2% during the 1981-1986 period. Projections for 
the secondary market area show a similar trend, with an in- 
crease in population of 7.4% between 1981 and 1986. The 
primary market area, in contrast, has decreased in population 
between 1975 and 1981, from 383,982 to 377,966. This de=- 
crease in population is attributable in part to a decrease in 
household size within the residences of the West Valley (as 
discussed in more detail in Section B, Households, below). 
UDS expects that population will grow in the primary market 
area by an insignificant amount (0.4%) between 1981 and 1986. 


This trend is expected to extend countywide during the 
1986-1990 period. The population of Santa Clara County will 
decrease by 5.5%, the secondary market area population will 
be reduced by 3.9%, while the primary market area population 
Will be reduced by only 2.9%. These population trends are 
presented in Exhibit II-4. 


B: HOUSEHOLDS 


The number of households in all areas is expected to in- 
crease during the entire 1975-1990 period. The number of 
households is projected to increase by approximately 14% in 
both the County and the secondary market area during 1981- 
1986, as shown in Exhibit II-5. The rate of household in- 
crease is expected to lessen during 1986-1990, dropping to 5% 
for the secondary market area and to only 1% for the County 
as a whole. The primary market, in contrast, will be growing 
ine households by onlys 2.3% duriangs 1961-1986, and) bye@2-27, 
during 1986-1990. The high degree of residential build-out 
in the five-mile area surrounding Cupertino is a partial 
explanation for this slow household growth. 


An examination of the changes in household size during the 
analysis period is useful in understanding why population is 
decreasing while the number of households is increasing. In 
all three geographical areas, household size has decreased 
between 1975 and 1981, and this trend is expected to continue 
through, 1990: The primary market area has the smallest 
household size, ranging from 2.82 persons per household in 


ie 


Exhibit TI-4 


POPULATION TRENDS 
PRIMARY AND SECONDARY RETAIL MARKET AREAS 
SANTA CLARA COUNTY 


1975-1990 
% Change % Change 
1981- 1986- 
1975 1981 1986 1986 1990 1990 
Primary Market Area 383 ,982 377,966 379 ,487 0.4% 368 ,580 -2.9% 
Secondary Market Area 113,711 789 ,083 847 ,583 7.4 814,263 -3.9 
Santa Clara County 1,169,006 1,308,140 1,402,296 Tae 1,323,565 -5.6 


SOURCES: 1975, 1990: Santa Clara County Planning Department; 
1981, 1980: Urban Decision Systems, Inc.; 
Questor Associates. 
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1975-1990 
% Change 
1981- 
1975 1981 1986 1986 
Primary Market Area 136,228 148 ,825 152,239 Macy’ 
Secondary Market Area 235,627 273,318 311,893 14.1 
392,401 462,345 526,810 13.9 


Exhibit II-5 


HOUSEHOLD TRENDS 
PRIMARY AND SECONDARY RETAIL MARKET AREAS 
SANTA CLARA COUNTY 


Santa Clara County 


Department; 


SOURCES: 


1975, 1990: Santa Clara County Planning 
1981, 1986: Urban Decision Systems, Inc.; 
Questor Associates. 


1990 


155,653 
328,359 
533,177 


% Change 
1986- 
1990 


Guestor Associates \——_——__ as na 


1975 to 2.37 persons per household in 1990. Household $size 
in the secondary market area and the County 1s expected to 
drop dramatically between 1975 and 1990, from approximately 3 
persons per household to 2.5 persons per household. These 
statistics are presented in Exhibit II-6. This trend toward 
smaller household size can be explained by several emerging 
life-style patterns: 


a Families are having fewer children and are 
delaying childbirth; 


The divorce rate is increasing, which creates 
more households of smaller sizes; 


4 The dramatic escalation of home prices in 
Santa Clara County has encouraged “empty 
nesters" (families where the children are no 
longer living at home) to remain in their 
present residences in the hope of increased 
price appreciation. 


C. EMPLOYMENT 


There are two important issues to be considered when analyz- 
ing the employment data presented in Exhibit II-7: 


The projections for 1986 for the two market 
areas are calculated by applying the Santa 
Clara County growth rate during the same 
period to the 1981 figures. Due to a lack of 
available land, it is possible that employment 
growth in the western portion of the County 
will be less than the County average. 


The Santa Clara County Planning Department has 
advised Questor that the employment estimates 
for 1990 are conservative and therefore low. 


Employment growth in Santa Clara County has been exceptional- 
ly strong over the past six years. Employment increased in 
all three geographic areas between 1975 and 1981. Santa 
Clara County employment 1s expected to grow by 16.9% between 


Sahil 


NEES 
1981 
1986 


1990 


SOURCES : 


Exhipie pi=6 


AVERAGE HOUSEHOLD SIZE TRENDS 
PRIMARY AND SECONDARY RETAIL MARKETS 
SANTA CLARA COUNTY 


1970, 1981 
Primary Secondary 
Market Area Market Area 
Ze52 3203 
2.50 2.80 
2.49 2 2 
aT 2.48 


Urban Decision Systems, Inc.; 
Questor Associates. 
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Santa Clara 
County 


2.98 


-€T- 


1975 
Primary Market Area 143,550 
Secondary Market Area 336 , 284 
Santa Clara County 504,480 


NOTE: 


SOURCES: 


Exhibit JI-7 


EMPLOYMENT TRENDS 
PRIMARY AND SECONDARY RETAIL MARKET AREAS 
SANTA CLARA COUNTY 


1975-1990 
1981 1986 
200,039 233,791 
468 ,616 547,685 
703,000 821,616 


% Change 
1981- 


1986 __ 


16.9% 
16.9 
16.9 


1990 


225 ,996 
550,276 
840 ,906 


% Change 
1986- 
1990 


a3 e356 
0.5 
Paes 


Estimates of Market Area employment for 1981 and 1986 are based on Santa Clara County's 
employment growth rate during 1975-1981 and 1980-1985 (estimated at same annual growth 


rate to 1986). 


1975, 1990: Santa Clara County Planning Department; 


1981, 1986: California Employment and Development Department ; 


Questor Associates. 


Questor Associates 


1981 and 1986. Due to limited land availability, however, 
employment growth will probably not reach this 16.9% level in 
the highly developed primary market area. 


During the 1986-1990 period, employment growth will moderate. 
Employment growth in the primary and secondary market areas 
will likely be negligible, and growth in Santa Clara County 
will probably range between 2% and 3%. 


Unemployment rates are an indication of both local labor 
force availability and a community's economic health. The 
unemployment rate of Santa Clara County has traditionally 
been below that of both the San Francisco SMSA and the State 
of California, as shown in Exhibit II-8. In 1980, Santa 
Clara County's unemployment rate was 5.3% as compared to 5.4% 
in the San Francisco SMSA and 6.8% in California as a whole. 


Based on the projections of the California Employment De- 
velopment Department, this trend is expected to continue 
through 1982. These statistics reflect the high demand for 
labor in Santa Clara County relative to other parts of Cali- 
fornia. Recently, due to a minor slow-down in the elec- 
tronics industry, the County's employment rate has been 
slightly higher than the rate of the San Francisco SMSA, 
although below the State's average as shown in Exhibit II-9. 
Four-day work weeks are not uncommon. 


De INCOME 


The income characteristics of households in the primary 
market area, the secondary market area, and Santa Clara 
County are surprisingly similar. A distribution of the three 
areas' households by income as well as the median and average 
household incomes is found in Exhibit II-10. In 1981, $25,434 
is the estimated median household income in the primary 
market area, $24,237 in the secondary market area, and 
S257o62 in che, County. All of the areas are relatively 
affluent, with more than a quarter of the households having 
an income of over $35,000. 


The projection of income in a statistically valid manner is 


an extremely difficult task. None of the sources contacted 
by Questor have undertaken to project income for 1986 or 
1990. Questor has examined the specific additions to the 


Cupectino Labor force resulting from. new development, how- 

ever, and the likely income ranges of these workers are 

presented in Section VI, Housing Market Impact Analysis. 
214— 
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UNEMPLOYMENT RATE TRENDS, ANNUAL AVERAGES 
CIVILIAN LABOR FORCE 
SANTA CLARA COUNTY, SAN FRANCISCO SMSA, 


CALIFORNIA 
1979-1982 
Santa San 
Clara Francisco 
Year County SMSA California 
1979 Sg IA BiigledyA (Oy 2A 
1980 Se Bh 6.8 
1981* By) 529 Toth 
1982* 5.4 sya 6.9 


* Projections. 


SOURCES: California Employment Development Dept; 
Questor Associates. 
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UNEMPLOYMENT RATE TRENDS 
SANTA CLARA COUNTY, SAN FRANCISCO SMSA, CALIFORNIA 


1980, 1981 
San 
Santa Clara Francisco 
County SMSA California 

October, 1980 55 SA 6.8% 
November (hS 50 6.9 
December 4.8 4.9 6,2 
January, 1981 6.4 6.6 7.9 
February 653 6.1 8.0 
March Se 5.6 7.4 
April 5.9 Bie5 dena 
May Sal) 4.8 6.1 
June 5.9 55 6.7 
July 655 6.3 7.4 


SOURCE: California Employment Development Department. 
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Exhibit [I-10 


ESTIMATED DISTRIBUTION OF HOUSEHOLDS BY INCOME 
CUPERTINO, MARKET AREAS, SANTA CLARA COUNTY, 198} 


Cupertino* Primary Market Area Secondary Market Area Santa Clars County 
Number of Cumulative Number of Cumulative Number of Cumulative Number of Cumulative 

HOUSEHOLD INCOME Households % a Households % a Households y | 4 Households a a 
Less thao $5,000 569 Vind 7.2 411,597 7.8 7.8 24,934 9.1 9.1 39,547 8.6 8.6 
$5 ,000-$7,999 269 3.4 10.6 7,762 S22 13.0 46,732 6.1 15.2 26,488 5.7 14.3 
$8 ,000-$9,999 190 2.4 13.0 5,177 359 16.5 10,597 329 19.1 16,953 3.7 18.0 
$10,000-$11,999 219 2.8 15.8 5,448 3.7 20.2 10,243 3.7 22.8 16,753 3.6 21.6 
$12,000-$14,999 358 4.5 20.3 8,424 5.7 25.9 15,410 5.6 28.4 25,291 53.5 27.1 
$15, 000-$19,999 747 9.5 29.8 16,049 10.8 36.7 28 , 866 10.6 39.0 47,323 10.2 37.3 
$20,000-$24,999 931 11.8 41.6 18,349 12.3 49.0 35,275 12.9 51.9 54,89) 11.9 49.2 
$25 ,000-$34,999 2,370 30.1 71.7 37,032 24.9 73.9 60,412 22.1 74.0 408 ,235 23.4 712.6 
$35 ,000-$49 ,999 1,546 19.6 91.3 26,199 37.6 91.5 46,079 16.1 90.1 80,731 17.5 90.1 
$50,000 or more 676 8.6 99.9 12,789 8.6 100.3 26,792 9.8 99.9 46,134 10.0 100.0 
Median $27,759 $25,434 $24,237 $25 , 362 

Average $30,294 $28 ,088 $27,907 $28,533 


*Based on original U.S. Census count of 7,876 households in Cupertino; subject to revision 
wheo annexed land is inciuded. 


NOTE: Totals way not equal 100.0 due to rounding. 
SOURCES: Urban Decision Systems, Inc.; Questor Associates. 
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III. RETAIL MARKET IMPACT ANALYSIS 


Questor Associates has completed an extensive examination of 
the regional and local retail market in Cupertino. This 
analysis includes a quantitative examination of estimated 
household expenditures as compared to actual retail sales, as 
well as conclusions reached through interviews with persons 
involved in retail marketing throughout Santa Clara County. 
A list of these persons is found in Appendix A. 


A. MARKET AREA DEFINITION 


The primary market area for regional shopping centers is 
typically defined as that geographic area within which ap- 
proximately half of the shopping center's customers re=- 
side.(1) The secondary market area has boundaries beyond 
that of the primary market area, and the two market areas 
combined should include at least 80% of the shopping center 
customers! residences. 


Based on customer surveys at Vallco Fashion Park and Stanford 
Shopping Center, and on interviews with shopping center 
Managers throughout Santa Clara County, Questor has defined 
the primary market area for a regional shopping center in 
Cupertino as the area within approximately five miles of 
downtown Cupertino, as shown in Exhibit III-l1. This area 
includes Cupertino and parts of Los Altos, Mountain View, 
Sunnyvale, Santa Clara, San Jose, Campbell, and Saratoga. 


The secondary market area is defined as the urbanized portion 
of Santa Clara County, which stretches from Palo Alto on the 
west to Milpitas on the north and to Edenvale/Almaden on the 
south, as shown in Exhibit III-2. The secondary market area 
is roughly within a 20 to 30 minute drive from Cupertino. 


The market area for local Cupertino retail outlets varies 
according to store type. Most of the stores draw the major- 
ity of their customers from within a radius of two to three 
miles. This area includes Cupertino and parts of Sunnyvale 
and Saratoga. The larger discount outlets along Stevens 


(1) Based on interviews with shopping center managers 
throughout Santa Clara County. 
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Exhibit III-2: SECONDARY RETAIL MARKET AREA 


Source: Questor Associa‘ es 


Questor Associates 


Creek Boulevard tend to draw customers from a wider market 
area. Specialty shops (for example, women's apparel stores) 
rely on a loyal customer base which may come from as far away 
as Los Altos, Palo Alto, and Los Gatos. A strong advertising 
Campaign or an active customer-referral network is needed by 
local Cupertino retailers to draw customers from beyond this 
two to three mile radius. 


B. EXISTING MARKET CONDITIONS 


Questor Associates has analyzed current retail market con- 
ditions in Santa Clara County, in terms of both the regional 
and local shopping center markets. This analysis is based 
upon: published marketing documents (as listed in Appendix 
B); interviews with shopping center representatives, market- 
ing specialists, and local Cupertino retailers (as listed in 
Appendix A); and estimates of consumer expenditure patterns 
as developed by Urban Decision Systems, Inc. 


i Regional Shopping Centers 


A regional shopping center is typically defined as having a 
gross leasable area of over 300,000 square feet, with at 
least one major department store as the principal tenant. 
Using this definition, there are five regional shopping 
centers in the primary market area and seven in the secondary 
market area, as shown in Exhibits III-3 and III-4. 


Vallco Fashion Park is by far the largest regional shopping 
center in the primary market area and is the only one with 
three anchor tenants. Sunnyvale Town Center, while 300,000 
square feet smaller than Vallco, has approximately the same 
number of occupied stores. Vallco and Sunnyvale Town Center 
are relatively new developments, both having been constructed 
in the late 1970s. Stevens Creek Plaza and Valley Fair are 
adjacent centers located in Santa Clara and San Jose, respec- 
tively. If counted as one shopping center, these two centers 
comprise a total area of over 1,000,000 square feet, com- 
parable to Vallco's 1,020,000. Westgate Shopping Center in 
San Jose has slightly over 500,000 square feet. 


<i 


Exhibit [III-3 
REGIONAL SHOPPING CENTERS 


PRIMARY AND SECONDARY MARKET AREAS 
1981 


Primary Market Area 


Gross 
Name of Leasable Number of 
Map Shopping Square Anchor Occupied Date of 
ID. Center City Feet Tenants Stores Opening 
A Vallco Cupertino 1,020,000 Bullock's 129 1976 
Fashion J.C. Penney 
Park Sears 
B Stevens Santa Clara 371,700 Emporium 14 1957 
Creek 
Plaza 
C Sunnyvale Sunnyvale 602,900 Macy's 121 1979 
Town Center Montgomery 
Ward 
D Valley San Jose 588 ,600 Macy's 53 1956 
Fair 
jm Westgate San Jose 505 , 600 J.C. Penney 25 1960 
Montgomery 
Ward 
Primary Market Total 3,088,800 374 


Secondary Market Area 


Gross 
Name of Leasable ; Number of 
Map Shopping Square Anchor Occupied Date of 
ID_ Center City Peet Tenants Stores Opening 
1 Almaden San Jose 450,000 Emporium 50 1968 
Plaza 
2 Capitol San Jose 346 ,900 Montgomery 27 1971 
Square Ward 
3) Eastridge San Jose 1,601,000 Emporium 151 1971 
J.C. Penney 
Macy's 
Sears 
4 Mayfield Mountain 460 , 800 J.C. Penney 54 1966 
Mall View 
5 Oakridge San Jose 800,500 Bullock's 115 wo L966 
Mall Macy's 
Montgomery 
Ward 
6 San Antonio Mountain 680,000 Liberty House 58 1957 
View Mervyn's 
Sears 
7 Stanford Palo Alto 1,175,000 Bullock's 128 1955 
Emporium 
Macy's 
Secondary Market Total 5,514,200 583 
Primary and 4 
Secondary Market Total 8,603,000 957 


————————————E ES 


SOURCES: San Jose Mercury News, Shopping Center Guide 1978-1980; 
National Research Bureau, Shopping Center Guide Directory, 1979; 
Telephone Interviews, 
Questor Associates. 
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The largest shopping center in the secondary market area is 
Eastridge in eastern San Jose, having 1,601,000 square feet. 
Eastridge, constructed in 1971, is Somewhat older than Vallco 
and Sunnyvale Town Center. Stanford Shopping Center is 
Slightly larger than Vallco, having 1,175,000 square feet. 
Although Originally built in’ 1955, subsequent renovations and 
expansions have created a modern appearance. Several other 
small malls are scattered throughout the secondary market 
area, primarily in San Jose. 


An indication of how often shoppers in Santa Clara County 
visit each of these shopping centers is provided by a tele- 
phone survey performed by Belden Associates (a marketing 
Survey research firm) for the San Jose Mercury News. Using a 
random cross-sample of adults who have shopped in a regional 
center at least once during the last 30 days, Belden esti- 
mates the percent of total adults in Santa Clara County who 
have visited each shopping center, as shown in Exhibits III-5 
and III-6. In 1980, Vallco Fashion Park was the most popular 
regional shopping center in the County by a significant 
Margin. Of the total adult population in the County, 38% 
shopped at Vallco during the one-month survey period. The 
next most popular shopping centers were Eastridge (30%), and 
Valley Fair (29%). 


In addition to the regional shopping centers, two large spe- 
Clalty centers in the primary market area are important 
retail centers in western Santa Clara County. El Paseo de 
Saratoga in Saratoga contains 93 stores and approximately 
200,000 square feet. The Prune Yard in Campbell contains 67 
stores and approximately 300,000 square feet. Although these 
malls do not have major anchor tenants, they are popular with 
shoppers who are seeking somewhat more expensive or unusual 
merchandise than is found in the larger regional malls. The 
Prune Yard was visited by 38% of the adults in Santa Clara 
County during the survey period in 1980. 


In order to evaluate the sales performance of these centers, 
Questor has obtained the annual taxable sales levels of the 
regional shopping centers in both the primary and secondary 
market areas for the period 1976 through 1979. Taxable sales 
do not include expenditures for services (for example, travel 
agencies and beauty parlors) or certain food and drug pur- 
chases, but they are a measure of each center's relative 
sales performance. Questor has standardized these annual 
volumes to 1979 dollars, as presented in Exhibit III-7. 

Although it was not possible to derive a reliable dollar 
volume per square foot figure, it is important to note that 
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ADULTS SHOPPING ONE OR MORE TIMES IN THE LAST 30 DAYS 
SANTA CLARA COUNTY SHOPPERS 


1980 

Percent of Total Adults 

___Number (000s) __———-_ Im Santa Clara County _ 

Shopping Centers 1976 1977 1979 1980 1976 1977 1979 i980 

Almaden Plaza TZ 106 93 114 EAS Wey A GF 0 A RS Way A 
Capitol Square 56%) 73 62 76* 6 9 7 8 
Eastridge 324 304 269 23 39 Si 30 30 
El Paseo de Saratoga Son eo! 129 161 a Sh! 14 7 
Mayfield Mall 150 iS) 134 170 18 14 15 18 
Oakridge Mall 98 99 226 re oe 12s, Pa 12 23 23 
Prune Yard 162 182 193 248 20 oe 24 au 
San Antonio 162 WAI 130 176 20 15 14 19 
Stanford 1276, 898 130 142 15 12 14 15 
Stevens Creek Plaza LZ) 108 107 Tio 15 13 12 19 
Sunnyvale Town Center =o — 136 196 —_ — 15 21 
Vallco Fashion Park 86 138. ».300 345 10 17, 33 38 
Valley Fair 243 .242 229 266 29 30 26 29 
Westgate 195 #198 222, 0219. 6 3h alg 
Total Shoppers (Zoe le a OS ORO Le 88 87 93 90 


TOTAL Adults in 
Santa Clara County 824 818 818 920 100 100 100 100 


* Small sample base. 


NOTES: (1) Face-to-face survey in 1976 and 1977; 
Telephone survey in 1979 and 1980; 


(2) Percents total over 100% due to one adult shopping at several 
centers. 


SOURCES : San Jose Mercury News and Belden Associates, Shopping Center 
Shoppers, 1980; 


Questor Associates. 
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% Change 
Center City 1976 1977 1978 1979 1976-1979 
Vallco Fashion 
Park** Cupertino $9 52,574* § 73,821 $100,185 $106 ,643 44.54% 
Eastridge San Jose 145 ,699 145,535 140,234 131,542 =o 7 
Stanford Palo Alto 104,325 110,521 117,787 + =124,502 19.3% 
San Antonio Mountain View 70,861 73,472 73,669 71,059 0.3% 
Oakridge San Jose 22,759 22,378 39,154 66,193 190.9* 
Valley Fair San Jose 59,622 60,172 58,773 56,229 cls ut f 
Westgate San Jose 53,543 50,728 61,434 54,974 el 
Stevens Creek 
Plaza Santa Clara 38,102 37,870 36,662 857,222 -7.6 
Mayfield Mall Mountain View 36,459 35,140 34,485 31,244 -14.3 
Almaden Plaza San Jose 28,173 28,929 26,795 23;,331 =Als2 
Capitol Square San Jose 21,730 22,881 22,780 22,562 3.8% 
Sunnyvale Town 
Center Sunnyvale NA NA NA 18,964 NA 


FOR SELECTED SHOPPING CENTERS IN SANTA CLARA COUNTY 
1976-1979 (dollars in thousands) 


Exhibit 


III-7 


TAXABLE SALES OF RETAIL STORES 


* Additional square feet added during 1976-1979 (substantial remodeling only for 


Capitol Square) 
**Vallco not open for entire year in 1976; percent change is for the period 1977-1979. 


NOTES: (1) Sales are expressed in constant 1979 dollars. 
(2) Substantial increases in sales volume are partially a function of mall 
expansion, as denoted by asterisks. 


SOURCES: San Jose Mercury News, Shopping Center Guide, 1976-1979; 
Questor Associates. 
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all of the centers which experienced an increase in the real 
taxable sales volume also added additional square footage or 
were remodeled significantly. Those centers which did not 
expand during this period experienced a decrease in real 
taxable sales ranging from -5.7% for Valley Fair to -17.2% 
for Almaden Plaza. 


Although this decrease in taxable sales volume corresponds 
with a nationwide trend over the past several years, these 
statistics do support the perception that regional shopping 
center retailing in Santa Clara County is highly competitive. 

Although the total County sales volume has been increasing, 
much of the volume in specific centers has been decreasing. 
It would appear that the physical expansion of some centers 
has been counterbalanced by a decrease in sales volume at 
centers which have remained the same size. 


An important step in assessing the economic health of a re- 
tail market area is to estimate the expenditures which house- 
holds within a market area can be expected to make, and 
compare those figures with the amount of sales revenue re- 
corded by stores within the same area. If sales volumes are 
larger than estimated expenditures, then one can conclude 
that stores within the market area are drawing from beyond 
the market area boundaries. If expenditures are more than 
sales within the market area, then one can conclude that 
households within the market area are shopping in stores out- 
side of the market area boundaries. 


To estimate expenditures, Questor has used expenditure 
statistics developed by Urban Decision Systems, Inc. These 
statistics are based on the most recent nationwide survey of 
consumer spending patterns, completed by the U.S. Bureau of 
Labor Statistics in 1972-73. This survey isolated household 
expenditures by type of store and cross-tabulated them by a 
variety of geographic and demographic variables. Urban 
Decision Systems uses the results of this survey in con- 
junction with its demographic and income estimates to de- 
termine potential per capita expenditures in 1981. These 
estimated expenditure levels include both taxable and non- 
taxable goods: Using the Consumer Price Index for specific 
types of goods and adjusting for population change, Questor 
has estimated expenditure levels for 1980. This adjustment 
is necessary because 1980 is the most recent year for which 
taxable sales information is available. 


To estimate taxable sales, Questor has used data collected by 
the California State Board of Equalization. Because this 
information is recorded by type of store for cities and 
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Questor Associates ——_—__________ inne 


counties, the taxable sales for the primary and secondary 
market areas are approximated by aggregating jurisdictions 
Within each market area. For example, the primary market 
area taxable sales are estimated by summing the taxable sales 
in Campbell, Cupertino, Santa Clara, Saratoga, and Sunnyvale. 
Taxable sales for all of these cities, except Saratoga, are 
compiled by the State Board of Equalization. Questor esti- 
mated the amount of taxable sales in Saratoga based upon 
Saratoga shopping center square footage. These figures are 
presented in Exhibit III-8. These statistics concerning the 
balance between expenditures and sales apply to both regional 
and local retail activities. 


Except for convenience goods outlets such as grocery, drug, 
and liquor stores, both the primary and secondary market area 
appear to be drawing customers from outside the market area. 
This phenomenon can be explained in part by the following: 


bd Stanford Shopping Center is located on the 
perimeter of the secondary market area. 
Approximately 40% of Stanford's customers come 
from San Mateo County, and are therefore not 
included in the expenditure estimates. 


The expenditure figures are an estimate of the 
amount that the resident population within the 
market area would spend. The figures do not 
indicate the expenditures of persons employed 
within the market area. Estimates of the 
expenditure patterns by workers will be dis- 
cussed in more detail in Section C, Future 
Market Trends. 


The higher level of grocery and drugstore expenditures rela- 
tive to sales is due to the large quantity of non-taxable 
goods purchased in such stores. Thus, the Board of Equali- 
zation figures are underestimates of total sales volume. 


28 Local Cupertino Retail 


In general, the market area for local retail in Cupertino can 
be considered to be the primary market area as defined above 
for regional shopping centers. During Questor's interviews, 
most Cupertino retailers identified a market area of two to 
three miles in diameter. Local retail activity in Cupertino 
centers around the intersection of Stevens Creek and De Anza 
Boulevards. On the north side of Stevens Creek there are 
several bank regional headquarters (Bank of America, Home 
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Exhibic ITI-8 
EXISTING RETAIL MARKET 
PRIMARY AND SECONDARY HARKET AREAS 
(dollars io thousands) 


1980 
Primary Market Area Secondary Market Area Total Market Area 
Expenditures Sales* Sales-Exp. Expenditures Sales Sales-Exp. Expenditures Sales Sales-Exp. 

Department Stores $164,782 $234,560 $69,778 $ 304,778 § 507,546 $202,768 $ 469,560 § 742,106 $272,546 
Grocery 316,104 121,889 -194,215 621,168 263,746 -357,422 937,272 385,635 -551,637 
Apparel 46,961 62,163 15,202 86,728 134,511 47,783 133,690 196,674 62,984 
(excluding footwear) 
Shoe Stores 60,419 18,968 -41,451 24,139 41,043 16,304 65,219 60,011 -25,208 
Jewelry 13,104 12,699 -405 23,054 27,479 4,425 36,158 40,178 4,020 
Furoiture 21,003 56,636 35,633 37,594 122,550 84,956 58,597 179,186 120,589 
(excluding appliances) 
Appliances 10,257 33,914 23,657 19,225 73,384 54,159 29,482 107,298 77,816 
Restaurant 168,091 191,877 23,786 295 ,808 415,188 119,380 463,900 607,065 143,165 
Drug 50,061 39,873 -10,188 92,525 86,277 -6,248 142,586 126,150 -16,436 
Liquor 47,822 35,220 -12,602 719,849 76,209 -3,640 127,671 111,429 ~16,242 

TOTAL** $899,000 $808 ,000 -$91,000 $1,585,000 $1,748 ,000 $163,000 $2,484,000 $2,556,000 2 72,000 


*Sales volumes are for taxable sales only. 
**Rounded to nearest sillion dollars. 


NOTE : Taxable sales for the Prigary Market Area are the sum of sales in Campbell, Cupertino, Sante Clara, Saratoga, and Sunnyvale. Taxable 
Sales for the Secondary Market Area are the sum of sales in Los Altos, Los Getos, Milpitas, Mountain View, Palo Alto, and San Jose. 


SOURCES: Urban Decision Systems, Inc.; 
California Board of Equalization; 
Questor Associates. 
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Savings & Loan), a Gemco discount store, an Alpha Beta super~ 
market, and several restaurants (Sizzler Steak House, The 
Good Earth health food restaurant, the Magic Wok Chinese 
restaurant}. On the south side of Stevens Creek is the 
Cupertino Crossroads shopping center. A current tenant list 
for this center is found in Exhibit III-9. The stores offer 
a varied selection of goods, ranging from catalog merchandise 
to high-fashion women's apparel. 


The remainder of local retail in Cupertino is generally found 
in strip shopping centers devoted to convenience goods and 
services, such as grocery stores, dry cleaners, beauty 
parlors, and drugstores. An exception to this pattern is The 
Oaks, a specialty shopping center with landscaped grounds 
across from De Anza College on Stevens Creek Boulevard. 


Questor interviewed local Cupertino retailers to obtain 
their opinions concerning a possible Vallco expansion. No 
strong consensus of opinion emerged during these interviews. 
Some believe that a Vallco expansion would decrease the 
amount of foot traffic in front of their stores, while others 
perceive a larger Vallco as being an incentive for more 
people to shop throughout Cupertino in general. Some re- 
tailers tend to lose customers to the regional malls at night 
and during the winter. A sizeable traffic volume at lunch- 
time is generated by the daytime worker population. Most 
retailers that were in existence when Vallco originally 
opened in the late 1970s reported that they experienced an 
initial drop in sales volume when Vallco opened, but that 
their original sales levels were regained within a year. 


Cr FUTURE MARKET TRENDS 


In light of the existing retail market situation, Questor has 
examined likely future trends in 1) the growth in demand for 
retail outlets, and 2) the growth in retail space supply, 
both in Cupertino and throughout the two market areas. 


1s Growth in Retail Demand 


Questor has looked at two sources of growth in the demand for 
retail activity: 


Odie 


Exhibit III-9 
TENANT LIST 
CUPERTINO CROSSROADS SHOPPING CENTER 
1981 
Bottom Line Footwear 
Crocker Bank 
Drapery World 
Golden Horn Restaurant 
Harryman's Clothes 
House of Large Sizes 
Huston's Gifts 
Jerry's Levis 
Kessler's Catalog Showroom 
Loral Wigs 
Marie Callender's Restaurant 
McNett's Microwave Cooking 
Mervyn's 
Montgomery Place Beauty Parlor 
Morris Fabrics 
Pablo's Mexican Restaurant 
Realty World 
Scotty's Cleaners 
The Shirtworks 
Sun & Soil Natural Foods 


Topa Thrift and Loan Company 


SOURCE: Questor Associates. 


ey ier 


Questor Associates 


(1) Demand growth due to increases in the resident 
population; and, 


(2) Demand increase due to increases in the worker 
population. 


The process for calculating additional expenditures attrib- 
utable to increased population is displayed in Exhibit III-10. 
Annual per capita expenditures, as determined by Urban Deci- 
sion Systems, Inc., are estimated by store type. The popula- 
tion growth increments for each market area are drawn from 
the demographic projections developed in Section II of this 
report. Using these two numbers, one can derive the total 
additional annual expenditures resulting from population 
growth: 


Annual Per Capita Additional Additional 
Expenditures x Population = Annual Expenditures 


Once the additional annual expenditures have been computed, 
the dollar sales volume can be converted into an equivalent 
number of square feet by using a retail performance ratio. A 
retail performance ratio is the typical annual dollar volume 
per square foot generated by different types of stores. As 
noted in Exhibit III-10, for example, the typical department 
store in a regional mall averages approximately $170 in sales 
per square foot each year. Thus, an equivalent number of 
square feet can be calculated from annual expenditures using 
the following formula: 


Additional Annual Expenditures = Number of Square Feet 


Performance Ratio Needed to Accommodate 
Additional Expenditures 


In this way, the number of square feet which can be supported 
by population growth for restaurants, department stores, 
apparel stores, shoe stores, and jewelry stores can be com- 
puted for each market area. In order to estimate the total 
number of square feet of regional shopping center stores in 
general, Questor examined the typical square foot ratio of 
specific store types in relation to total regional center 


Square feet. For example, department stores traditionally 
constitute _ between 50% and 60% of total shopping center 
space. Using these average percentages, it is possible to 


derive the total shopping center space (excluding restau- 
rants) which could be supported by population growth. This 
number amounts to 29,900 square feet for the primary market 
area, and 312,500 square feet for the secondary market area. 
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Exhibit III-10 


GROWTH IN EXPENDITURES 
DUE TO POPULATION GROWTH 
PRIMARY AND SECONDARY MARKETS 
1980-1986 


PRIMARY MARKET AREA SECONDARY MARKET AREA 


Square Feet 
Annual Additional Needed to Annual Additional 
Per Capita Additional Annual Accommodate Per Capita Additional Annual 


Expenditures (1) Population (2) Expenditures Growth (3) Expenditures (1) Population (2) Expenditures 


Restaurants $456 5,297 $2,415,432 13,400 $390 66,383 $25,889,370 


Other Regional 
Shopping Center 


Retail Stores (4) N.A. AY N.A. 29,900 N.A. 66,383 N.A. 
Department Stores 447 5,207 2,649, 369 15,600 401 66, 383 26,619,583 
Apparel Stores 162 By FSU 858,114 5,200 147 66, 383 9777587, 301 
Shoe Stores 35 SHAS 185,395 1,100 33 66,383 2,190,639 
Jewelry Stores 36 S29 190,692 550 30 66, 383 1991,,490 

NOTES: (1) Based on 1981 expenditure patterns as estimated by Urban Decision Systems, Inc., 


and adjusted to 1980 using the CPI for San Francisco SMSA as appropriate to each store type. 
(2) 1980 population levels for Market Areas are estimated by adjusting 1981 figures by 
1980-1981 population growth rate of Santa Clara County. 
(3) Based on typical annual performance ratios of $180/sq.ft. for restaurants; $170/sq.ft. for department stores; 
$165/sq.ft. for apparel stores; $170/sq.ft. for shoe stores; and $350/sq.ft. for jewelry stores 
(Urban Land Institute, Dollars and Cents of Shopping Centers, 1980; information from Vallco Fashion Park) . 
(4) Square feet of other retail stores is calculated based on the typical square feet of department store, 
apparel store, shoe store, and jewelry store space in a regional mall as a percent of total mall space (75%). 


SOURCE: Questor Associates. 


Square Feet 
Needed to 
Accommodate 
Growth (3) 


143,800 


312,500 
156,600 
59,150 
12,900 


5,700 


Questor Associates 


The “mall shop" space could be found either within a large 
regional mall or within smaller specialty centers and strip 
developments. Restaurants are calculated separately, since 
restaurants are typically not a major component of regional 
shopping centers. Restaurant space is more likely to locate 
in free-standing buildings outside of regional shopping 
centers. Likewise, demand for grocery and convenience stores 
is underestimated since a large portion of these expenditures 
are typically made outside of regional malls. 


The second source of expenditure growth is increasing em- 
ployment. Figures for calculating the growth in expenditures 
due to increased employment are found in Exhibit III-ll. 
These figures are based on a 1978 survey of U.S. urban 
workers' expenditure patterns near place of work, but have 
been updated using the Consumer Price Index for the San 
Francisco SMSA. On average, the typical worker spends ap- 
proximately $600 at restaurants near his/her place of work 
each year, and $400 at other retail stores. The number of 
additional employees for each market area can be calculated 
by using the numbers derived in Section II of this report. 
Using these two statistics, one can calculate the additional 
annual expenditures generated by employment growth: 


Annual Per Capita x Number of Additional = Additional 
Expenditures Employees Annual Expenditures 


Once the additional annual expenditures are derived, one can 
compute the number of square feet necessary to accommodate 
this growth by using the performance ratios as described 
above. The formula for these calculations is as follows: 


Additional Annual Expenditures = Square Feet Needed to 


Performance Ratio Accommodate Additional 
Expenditures 


These figures for the primary market total 131,850 square 
feet of restaurant space and 105,500 square feet of other 
Fetal. “activity. The demand in the secondary market is 
somewhat larger, with 308,900 square feet of restaurant space 
and 247,100 square feet of other retail stores. 


The estimated expenditures for restaurants by both the resi- 
dent and the worker populations is not necessarily confined 
to regional shopping malls. Much of this spending will 
likely occur in restaurants and employee cafeterias not 
located on mall sites. The expenditures of workers in other 
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Annual 
Per Capita 


Expenditure (1) 


Exhibit III-11l 


GROWTH IN EXPENDITURES 
DUE TO EMPLOYMENT GROWTH 


PRIMARY AND SECONDARY MARKETS 


Additional 
Employees (2) 


1980-1986 


PRIMARY MARKET 


Additional 
Annual 


Expenditures 


Restaurants $600 39,557 $23,734,200 
Other Retail Stores $400 SIA $15,822,800 
NOTES: (1) Based on spending patterns of urban workers near place of work, 


Square Feet 
Needed to 
Accommodate 


Growth (3) 


131,850 


105,500 


Additional 
Employees (2) 


92,667 


92,667 


SECONDARY MARKET 


Additional 
Annual 


Expenditures 


$55,600,200 


$37,066,800 


as determined by a nationwide survey in 1978 


(Roca, Ruben A., Market Research for Shopping Centers, 1980), and updated to 1980 using the CPI for the 


San Francisco SMSA. 


(2) 1980 employment levels for Market Areas are estimated by adjusting 198] figures by 1980-1981 employment growth rate 


of Santa Clara County. 


(3) Based on typical annual performance ratios of $180/square foot for restaurants and $150/square foot for other retail 


(Urban Land Institute, Dollars and Cents of Shopping Centers, 1980; information from Vallco Fashion Park). 


SOURCE: Questor Associates. 


Square Feet 
Needed to 
Accommodate 
Growth (3) 


308,900 


247,100 


Questor Associates 


retail stores is not necessarily confined to malls, although 
the shopping patterns of typical Santa Clara County adults as 
described elsewhere in this report would suggest that a large 
portion of worker expenditures would be made in regional 
malls. 


Since net population and employment growth between 1986 and 
1990 is expected to moderate considerably, as explained in 
Section II, calculations of additional demand during this 
period are not presented. The implications of significant 
growth during 1986-1990 are discussed in the conclusion of 
this section. 


These projections are conservative estimates of the potential 
growth in expenditures and the square feet needed to meet 
that growth, for the following reasons: 


? Expenditures are based on per-capita figures 
and do not allow for: 


13) increases in real income, 


Zz) increases in disposable income as a 


percent of total income, 


3) changes in per capita expenditure pat- 
terns as household size and worker com- 


position changes. 


The performance ratios used are typical of 
regional shopping centers, which generally 
have higher sales volumes per square foot than 
community shopping centers. These high per- 
formance ratios result in conservative esti- 
mates of total space needed. 


The estimate of "mall shop" demand generated 
by increased population excludes demand for 
outlets which might locate in strip shopping 
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centers, such as 1) grocery and convenience 
stores, and 2) services; for example, banks 
and travel agencies. 


Pig Growth in Retail Supply 


In order to place the expenditure projections developed above 
into perspective, Questor has also investigated likely addi- 
tions to retail space supply over the next five years. A 
summary of planned regional shopping center projects is 
presented in Exhibit III-12. Within the primary market area, 
four shopping centers (including Vallco) are considering ex- 
Ppansions before 1986. In the secondary market area, three 
shopping centers have expansions planned. Most of the ex- 
Ppansions are directed toward the high end of the market: 
anchor tenant stores will likely be high-fashion outlets, 
while the mall shops will sell higher quality merchandise 
than the average mall store. No new malls are planned. 


Based on the information available for the planned projects, 
Questor has projected the additional square feet of depart- 
ment stores and mall shops to be built by 1986. Approxi- 
mately 430,000 square feet of department store space will be 
added in the primary market area and 300,000 square feet in 
the secondary market area. Approximately 410,000 square feet 
of mall shops will be added in the secondary market area. 
These figures are shown in Exhibit III-13. 


In addition to the specific planned projects, the amount of 
vacant, commercially zoned land in the County must also be 
taken into consideration. As of 1979, San Jose and Milpitas 
had 719 and 325 acres of vacant commercially zoned land, as 
shown in Exhibit III-14. Morgan Hill, Gilroy, Santa Clara, 
Sunnyvale, and Cupertino each has over 50 acres of commer- 
cially zoned, vacant land, while the rest of the cities in 
the County have relatively small potential. for commercial 
development. 


or Future Market Balance 


A comparison of the planned additions to retail supply and 
the growth in consumer expenditures provides an indication of 
whether the retail market in Santa Clara County will be in 
balance during the next five years. It is important to point 
out that restaurant demand calculations are based on total 
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Exhibit [II-12 


PLANNED ADDITIONS TO REGIONAL SHOPPING CENTERS 
PRIMARY AND SECONDARY MARKET AREAS 


1980-1986 
Primary Market Area 
Name of Type of Gross Leasable Anticipated 
Shopping Center Expansion Square Feet Opening Date 
Vallco Fashion Park Anchor Tenant 150,000 Subject to 
Mall Shops 100,000 City Approval 
(approximately) 
Sunnyvale Town Center Anchor Tenant 130,000 1984 
(high-end) (approximately) 
Valley Fair/Stevens Creek Anchor Tenant 150,000 1983 
(Nordstrom's) 
Mall Shops 310,000 
Westgate Expansion Under Consideration N.A. 
Primary Market Total 840 ,000 
Secondary Market Area 
Name of Type of Gross Leasable Anticipated 
Shopping Center Expansion Square Feet Opening Date 
Almaden Plaza Expansion Planned N.A. N.A. 
San Antonio Anchor Tenant 120,000 1986 
Mall Shops 80,000 
Stanford Anchor Tenant 130,000 1984 
(probably 
Neiman-Marcus) 


Secondary Market Total 330,000 


Primary and Secondary 
Market Total 1,170,000 


SOURCE: Telephone interviews; 
Questor Associates. 
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GROWTH IN RETAIL SUPPLY, IN SQUARE FEET 
PRIMARY AND SECONDARY MARKETS 


1980-1986 
Primary Market Secondary Market 
Department Stores 430,000 250,000 
Mall Shops 410,000 80,000 
Apparel Stores 164,000 32,000 
Shoe Stores 24,600 4,800 
Jewelry Stores 8,200 1,600 
Restaurants 24,600 4,800 
Other Shops 188 ,600 6,800 


NOTE: Square footage by store type is estimated by applying 
typical ratios of store size to total mall shop square 
footage in Santa Clara County regional shopping centers. 
Apparel stores are approximately 40% of mall shop square 
feet; shoe stores, 6%; jewelry stores, 2%; and 
restaurants, 6%. 


SOURCE: Questor Associates. 
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Exhibit III-14 


COMMERCIAL EMPLOYMENT POTENTIAL 
SANTA CLARA COUNTY CITIES 


1979 
Job Capacity 
Vacant Land Assuming 30 
Zoned Com- Employees Per 
mercial Acre on Vacant 

City Acres Commercial Land 
Palo Alto 10 300 
Mt. View 30 900 
Sunnyvale 12 2,160 
Santa Clara 97 2,910 
Cupertino 56 1,680 
Los Altos 6.6 198 
Los Altos Hills 0 0 
Milpitas B25 9,790 
San Jose 719 or, 10 
Campbell 33 990 
Los Gatos 24 720 
Saratoga 18 540 
Monte Sereno 0 0 
Morgan Hill 124 3,720 
Gilroy 100 3,000 

TOTAL 1,614 48 , 438 


SOURCES: The Santa Clara County Manufacturing Group, 
Vacant Land in Santa Clara County, 1980; 
Questor Associates. 
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restaurant spending by households and workers. Since, tradi- 
tlonally, restaurants comprise a relatively small percentage 
Of mall space, the restaurant: demand numbers will be sig- 
nificantly higher than the planned mall restaurant space. 


In the primary market area, 135,400 square feet of additional 
mall shop retail space and 145,250 square feet of additional 
restaurant space can be accommodated by population and em- 
ployment growth. These figures compare with 815,400 square 
feet of planned mall retail space and 24,600 square feet of 
planned mall restaurant space, as shown in Exhibit III-15. 
In the secondary market area, 559,600 square feet of mall 
retall space and 452,700 square feet of restaurant space can 
be accommodated by population and employment growth. These 
figures compare with 375,200 square feet of planned mall 
retail space and 4,800 square feet of planned mall restaurant 
space. Ltweshoulad be noted (that “much: of) ches semplovec- 
generated restaurant demand may be met by employee cafe- 
terias, which can meet employee demand with a smaller number 
of square feet than conventional restaurants. 


The above statistics are more easily interpreted when both 
market areas are combined... The primary and secondary market 
areas together roughly comprise the urbanized area of Santa 
Clara County. Summary statistics for this area are presented 
iN BxULDLt tll—16- 


From these figures, it would appear that approximately 
500,000 square feet of the planned mall construction would 
need to be supported by households and/or employment growth 
outside of the market area. Secondly, it is clear that there 
is a strong demand for restaurant space outside of mall 
areas. 


De EVALUATION OF PROPOSED GROWTH SCENARIOS. 


At present, the City of Cupertino has approximately 3,224,321 
square feet of existing and approved commercial space.(1l) 
The existing General Plan would allow for an increase of 11% 
by final build-out over this existing level, the increased 
intensity plan would permit an increase of 83% and the in- 
termediate intensity plan would permit an increase of 12%. 


(1) According to estimates by the Cupertino City Planning 
Departmenc. 
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RETAIL MARKET EVALUATION 


Exhibievbit=15 


PRIMARY AND SECONDARY MARKET AREAS 


Incremental Demand 


Additional square 
feet needed to 
meet population 
growth 


Additional square 
feet needed to 
meet employment 
growth 


Total additional 
square feet 
needed to meet 
growth 


Incremental Supply 
Additional 


square 
feet planned 


SOURCE: Questor Associates. 


1980-1986 


Total 
Restaurant 


Other Mall 
Retail 


Total 
Restaurant 


Other Mall 
Retail 


Restaurant 


Other Mall 
Retail 


Mall 
Restaurant 


Other Mall 
Retail 
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Primary 


Market 


13,400 


29,900 


131,850 


105 ,500 


145,250 


135 , 400 


24,600 


815,400 


Secondary 


Market 


143 ,800 


312,500 


308 ,900 


247 , 100 


452,700 


559,600 


4,800 


375,200 


Exhibit III-16 


RETAIL MARKET EVALUATION 
URBANIZED AREA OF SANTA CLARA COUNTY* 


1980-1986 
Mall All 
Retail Restaurants 
Total additional square 
feet, as needed to meet 
population and em- 
ployment growth 695 ,000 598 ,000 
Additional square feet 
planned in malls 1,190,600 29,400 


* Primary and Secondary Market Areas. 


SOURCE: Questor Associates. 
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The decreased intensity plan would effectively freeze the 
amount of commercial space at the existing level. A summary 
of the four Plan scenarios with respect to commercial con- 
struction is presented in Exhibits III-17 and III-18. 


Based on Questor's analysis, it is clear that there is demand 
for both general retail and restaurant space in the Cupertino 
market area. It should be noted, however, that only approxi- 
mately 1,300,000 square feet of retail and restaurant space 
can be accommodated by population and employment growth 
throughout the urbanized portion of Santa Clara County(1) by 
1986. Thus, while the decreased Intensity Plan is inap- 
propriate in light of expected growth, the almost 2,000,000 
square feet figure allowed under the increased intensity plan 
would appear to be a high maximum figure. Assuming that 
Cupertino would be able to capture 30% of the additional 
retail demand growth, a plan limit of approximately 
400,000-500,000 square feet would be appropriate over the 
next five years. This 30% figure is based on: 


a Vallco and Stevens Creek are the only two 
major shopping center expansions anticipated 
over the next five years; 


ae The probability of an entirely new mall being 
constructed in the market area is low; and 


Sie Vallco has a reputation as a strong marketing 
competitor. 


Thus, Questor believes that a 30% capture rate is a reason- 
able assumption. In light of tendencies among Santa Clara 
mall shoppers to travel countywide to make purchases, the 30% 
capture rate is applied to both the primary and the secondary 
market area expenditures. The proposed Vallco expansion 
would likely have sufficient drawing power to attract 
shoppers from throughout the County. Thus, the existing 
General Plan and the intermediate intensity plan have a high 
degree of market feasibility. Implications concerning the 
impacts on local retail of primary and secondary market 
growth is discussed later in this section. 


Projections beyond this five-year time frame are extremely 
Gi tticule, to, make. The ability for the market areas to 
absorb more space will depend upon the amount of residential 


(1) The primary and secondary market areas combined. 
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COMPARATIVE LAND USE SUMMARY 


COMMERCIAL CONSTRUCTION 
CUPERTINO 
January, 1982 


Increased Intermediate 
Intensity Intensity 
Plan Plan 
Existing/Aporoved 
Construction in sa.ft. Sy.2e4 cer Specapoes 
Additional New 
Construction in sa.ft. PeOO 3.22 2 39SF 207 
Additional Construction as 
% of Existing/Aporoved 83% 12% 
square feet 5,887,543 A261, 528 


NOTE: Increased and Intermediate Intensity Plans include 
of hotel space. 


SOURCES: City of Cupertino Planning Department; 
Questor Associates. 
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Decreased 
Existing Intensity 
General Plan Plan 
Binet ey ail Broea jock 
B45 022 C13, 47S) 
Ls 0% 
SF 509F oss 37210,.043 


638,000 scuare feet 


pa ace 
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ADDITIONAL CONSTRUCTION AS PERCENT OF EXISTING / APPROVED CONSTRUCTION 
COMMERCIAL CONSTRUCTION — CUPERTINO 1982 


(%) 85 
80 


70 


60 


Increased Intermediate Existing Decreased 
Intensity Intensity General Intensity 
Plan Plan Plan Plan 


NOTE: PERCENTS CALCULATED ON THE BASIS OF SQUARE FEET. 
SOURCE: QUESTOR ASSOCIATES. 
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and employment growth which the cities in the Santa Clara 
Valley permit after 1986. Depending upon changes in average 
household size, the number of persons in the market areas 
could remain constant as the number of households increase. 
Thus, while population growth might be static, more house- 
holds would result in a larger volume of household-based 
retail expenditures. Although projections indicate that this 
population and employment growth will be relatively low, it 
would seem wise to reassess the General Plan in another five 
years to determine the likelihood of higher demand than 
projected in this report. 


With respect to impacts on specific shopping centers, the 
expansion of Vallco Fashion Park in particular would have a 
negative impact on Sunnyvale Town Center and the Valley 
Fair/Stevens Creek project. In addition, El Paseo de Sara- 
toga and The Prune Yard would be negatively impacted de- 
pending upon whether Vallco's additional stores matched their 
specialty offerings. As can be seen from the survey under- 
taken in 1980 as shown in Exhibit III-19, shoppers at Vallco 
frequently shop at Valley Fair, Sunnyvale Town Center, The 
Prune Yard, and Westgate when not at Vallco. Approximately 
63% of Sunnyvale Town Center shoppers and 55% of Valley Fair 
shoppers shop at Vallco. 


Sunnyvale Town Center has had a relatively slow start-up 
period since its construction in the late 1970s, and there- 
fore would seem to be the most severely impacted by Vallco's 
expansion. The Valley Fair/Stevens Creek project, although 
at present out-dated in design and smaller in size than 
Vallco, will be completely renovated and converted into a 
high-quality mall within several years. The developer of 
this project, the Ernest J. Hahn Company, as well as the 
Vallco management, are known to be effective and strong 
competitors in the retail market. It can be assumed that 
Vallco and Valley Fair will compete heavily for the increased 
retail activity resulting from population and employment 
growth. 


Vallco's large supply of vacant land is a strong asset in the 
competitive retail market of Santa Clara County. Vallco has 
the opportunity to develop a major mixed-use project, which 
would improve the image and increase the drawing power of the 
shopping mall. In addition, the on-site office/industrial 
employees and hotel guests would add to the area's retail 
expenditure level. 


Thus, the major negative impacts of Vallco's expansion will 
fall on centers outside of the City of Cupertino. The local 


Soe 
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Shopping Centers 


Almaden Plaza 
Eastridge 

Ei Paseo de Saratoga 
Mayfield Mall 
Oakridge Mall 

Old Mill 

Prune Yard 

San Antonio 

Stanford 

Stevens Creek Plaza 
Sunnyvale Town Center 
Town & Country Village-San Jose 
Vallco Fashion Park 
Valley Fair 

Westgate 


J 
“ 


Age 18 and over. 


Note: 


SOURCES: 
Questor Associates. 
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CROSS SHOPPING PATTERNS 
SANTA CLARA COUNTY SHOPPERS* 


1980 


Where Vallco Fashion Park's 

shoppers shop when they are 

not at Vallco Fashion Park 
1980 oz 


9% 


Where Sunnyvale Town Center's 
shoppers shop when they are 


not at Sunnyvaie Town Center 
1980 


Multiple answers accepted; figures do not necessarily equal 100%. 


San Jose Mercury News and Belden Associates, Shopping Center Shoppers 1980; 


Where Valley Fair's 
shoppers shop 
when they are 

not at Valley Fair 

1980 


Questor Associates 


impacts, however, will be mixed. At present, it would appear 
that the Stevens Creek Boulevard area is becoming focused 
around three major retail types: 


1) discount goods, 
Zn) convenience goods, 


hy specialty goods. 


The discount outlets (such as Gemco and, to a certain extent, 
Kessler's) serve a different market than Vallco. The busi- 
ness which these stores might lose from the Vallco expansion 
would probably be counterbalanced by more people being drawn 
into Cupertino due to Vallco's becoming a more important 
shopping center in the Santa Clara County market. Conve= 
nience stores serve the residential population, and it is 
unlikely that these outlets would be seriously affected by 
Vallco's expansion. Specialty stores — especially the high 
quality apparel stores found in The Crossroads and The Oaks 

— could be negatively impacted by the Vallco expansion. 
Vallco's becoming a more popular center would reduce foot 
traffic in these areas, particularly at night. 


Questor's analysis shows that the increase in employment, 
particularly in the Vallco Industrial Park, would create 
demand for a sizeable amount of restaurant (and perhaps en- 
tertainment) space. This demand would be especially strong 
if the hotel proposal for Vallco Industrial Park were ap- 
proved. Although it would appear that a high level of addi- 
tional retail activity cannot be supported at present along 
Stevens Creek Boulevard, it is likely that in the future 
additional restaurant and entertainment facilities will be 
needed. Although some of these facilities may be found in 
Vallco Fashion Park and in the office and hotel buildings 
themselves, it is likely that there will be a strong market 
for these types of outlets off the Park premises but within a 
five to ten minute drive. Such retail activity would be 
supported largely by growth in the primary market area. Toa 
limited extent, however, Stevens Creek retail will benefit 
from the additional shoppers drawn to the Vallco complex from 
the secondary market area. 


Approximately 600,000 square feet of restaurant space could 
be absorbed in the County by 1990. The capture rate for res- 
taurant expenditures can be expected to be below that of 
general retail, since the opportunities for constructing a 
free-standing restaurant are greater than those for building 
or expanding a shopping mall. Questor would recommend, 
therefore, that the City consider the possiblity of a 100,000 
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to 200,000 square feet.(1) restaurant/entertainment/specialty 
center along Stevens Creek Boulevard once the employment and 
hotel/convention center has become operational. Although 
Questor has not quantified entertainment expenditures in this 
report, the extent of the demand for such a center will be 
influenced by 1) the success of the Vallco project, 2) the 
amount of office space constructed in the Stevens Creek/ 
Crossroads area, and 3) the amount of entertainment space, 
e.g., movie theaters, constructed in the Vallco project. The 
viability of Stevens Creek as a retail center would be en- 
hanced by additional employment within walking distance. 


Ge Prey ebig= retail “center, in addition =to Valico's expansion, 
approximately equals the 400,000 to 500,000 square feet 
of additional commercial space proposed by Questor as an 
appropriate rate of growth during the next five years. 
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IV. OFFICE SPACE MARKET IMPACT ANALYSIS 


Questor has examined the market for office space throughout 
Santa Clara County with specific reference to the type of 
tenants which may be drawn to Cupertino in the future. This 
analysis has included 1) the gathering of quantitative data 
in the form of absorption rates and rent levels, and 2) 
interviews with the major office space leasing agents in the 
County. 


A. MARKET AREA DEFINITION 


Office space occupancy in Santa Clara County is heavily 
dependent upon the high-technology industries which dominate 
the Silicon Valley economy. The primary and secondary market 
distinctions which are useful in analyzing the retail markets 
are not appropriate to the office market, in that typical 
office tenants are sufficiently mobile to locate throughout a 
relatively wide area. Therefore, one overall market area for 
office space has been determined through interviews with 
office space leasing agents. 


Santa Clara County is the most appropriate market area for 
examining the office space trends which would influence 
development in Cupertino. Although some high-technology 
industry is located in the southern portion of Alameda and 
San Mateo Counties, the majority of high-technology office 
development continues to be within Santa Clara County. The 
principal office space brokers have divided the County into 
several sub-markets, however, and Questor has gathered sta- 
tistics on these regions within the total market area. These 
sub-markets are as follows: 


2 North County, which includes Palo Alto, Moun- 
tain View and Los Altos; 


2 Mid-County, which includes Sunnyvale and Santa 
Clara; 
7 West Valley, which includes Campbell, Cuper- 


tino rand GOs. Gatos; and , 
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2 The City of San Jose, which is subdivided into 
San Jose Metro Center, Alameda/North First 
Street Area, and South San Jose. 


The boundaries of these areas are shown in Exhibit IV-1. 


B. EXISTING MARKET CONDITIONS 


Before 1960, the majority of office construction in the 
County was built within the City of San Jose. During the 
1960s, office construction spread to the areas in which 
high-technology industry was beginning, such as the North 
County and Mid-County areas. During the 1970s, however, 
Cupertino in particular experienced a surge in office growth. 
For example, during 1970-1974, 447,000 square feet were built 
in the West Valley area, which includes Campbell, Cupertino, 
and Los Gatos. An historical summary of office construction 
in Santa Clara County is presented in Exhibit IV-2. A dis- 
tribution of the dollar value of office building permits by 
city is presented in Exhibit IV-3. During the period 1972- 
1979, Cupertino had the fifth highest dollar total in 
building permit activity of cities in Santa Clara County. 


The absorption rate is equal to the amount of gross square 
feet leased during the year within a certain geographical 
area. Absorption rates are an indication of both the mag- 
nitude of demand and the level of construction activity. A 
summary of office space absorption rates for both the West 
Valley area and Santa Clara County is presented in Exhib- 
it IvV-4. 


Absorption of office space in the West Valley reached a peak 
of 432,000 square feet in 1978, corresponding with Santa 
Clara County's peak during this period of 1,170,120 square 
feet. Office leasing agents advise that absorption rates are 
largely a function of construction activity, and thus the 
amount of space leased is largely dependent upon the amount 
of space available. The West Valley area has traditionally 
accounted for a substantial percentage of the total County's 
absorption, with a peak of 44.5% in 1976. 


Questor has gathered recent vacancy statistics which reflect 
the amount of square feet available for lease in different 
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Exhibic IV-2 
GROWTH OF OFFICE SPACE IN SANTA CLARA COUNTY THROUGH 1979 


Rentable Square Feet of Office Space Added in 
Buildings or Projects of 30,000 Square Feet or More 


Mid County(2) West Valley(3) Sao Jose(4) 


Square Number of Square Number of Square Number of 
Feet Buildings Feet Buildings Feet Buildings 
448 ,000 7 
315 ,000 4 
34,000 7 443,00C 9 
279,000 10 447 ,000 22 1,770,000 37 
359,000 16 352,000 40 958,000 23 
672,000 33 799,000 32 3,934,000 80 


(1) Palo Alto, Mountain View and Loa Altos. 


(3) Campbell, Cupertino and Los Gatos (excludes West Valley portion of San Jose). 
(4) Tocludes San Jose Metro Center, Alameda/N. First Street, West Valley Sen Jose and South San Jose areas. 


Square Number of 

Years Feet Buildings 
pre-1960 
1960-1964 31,000 I 
1965-1969 204 ,000 1] 
1970-1974 580,000 16 
1975-1979 222,000 9 

TOTAL 1,037,000 27 
NOTES: 

(2) Sunnyvale and Santa Clara. 

SOURCES: 


Compiled by ABAG from office surveys provided by MacMillan, Moore and Buchansao, Cushsao and 
Wakefield, and San Jose Chamber of Commerce; Questor Associates. 


Total 
Square Number of 
Feet Buildiogs 
448 ,000 7 
346,000 5 
681,000 17 
3,076,000 85 
1,891,000 58 
6,442,000 172 
eee 


Exhibit IV-3 


GROWTH OF OFFICE CONSTRUCTION IN SANTA CLARA COUNTY 


1972-1979 


Value of Office Building Permits Filed 
(In Constant 1972 Dollars) 


City 1972=1975 1976-1979 1972-1979 
Campbell 6,135,000 2,806,000 8,941,000 
Cupertino 5,092,000 6,817,000 11,909 ,000 
Gilroy 1,759,000 1,615,000 3,374,000 
Los Altos 2,753,000 2,347,000 5,100,000 
Los Altos Hills 0 0 0 
Los Gatos 3,397,000 5,709,000 9,106,000 
Milpitas 1,305 ,000 5,314,000 6,619,000 
Monte Sereno 0 0 0 
Morgan Hill 551,000 13113,00G 1,664,000 
Mountain View 3,665 ,000 5,298,000 8,963,000 
Palo Alto 1745995,000 38 , 863 ,000 56,458,000 
San Jose 51,633,000 44,885 ,000 96,518,000 
Santa Clara 7,900,000 7,201,000 15,101,000 
Saratoga 134,000 833,000 967,000 
Sunnyvale 8,181,000 10,830,000 19,011,000 
Unincorporated Areas 7,729,000 1,060,000 8,789,000 

COUNTY TOTAL 117,829,000 134,691,000 252,520,000 
NOTE: Current dollars were adjusted using an annual construction 


cost index for office buildings in Northern California 
provided by the Americal Appraisal Company. 


SOURCES: Compiled by ABAG from U.S. Department of Commerce, 
annual building permits data; 
Questor Associates. 
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Exhibit IV-4 


ABSORPTION* RATE TRENDS 
SANTA CLARA COUNTY, WEST VALLEY AREA 
1975-1980 
(In Square Feet) 


West Valley Area 
as Percent 


West Valley Santa Clara of Santa Clara 

Year Area County County Total 
1975 161,000 470,000 34.3% 
1976 236,000 530,000 44.5 

LOT? 295 ,000 730,000 40.4 

1978 432,000 T,.1705420 36.9 

19793 375 ,000 1,242,900 30.2 

1980 322,845 1,374,609 2335 


~ Absorption equals gross leasable square feet leased 
during the year. 


NOTE: Figures are based on inventory of buildings of 


30,000 or more square feet, and built no earlier 
than 1962. 


SOURCES: MacMillan, Moore, & Buchanan, Inc.; 
Questor Associates. 
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Questor Associates 


areas of the County. These statistics are presented in 
EXHibDat IV=5. In both the summer of 1980 and in July of 
1981, the West Valley had: a dow.office vacancy rate (47). 
Areas in San Jose, in contrast, had vacancy rates as high as 
Sys and 13%. Although rates are also a function of building 
activity, the low vacancy rates in the West Valley are an 
indication that office space demand in these areas is strong. 


An historical presentation of office occupancy rates in Santa 
Ciara County for the past threemyeatcris found. inmexhibe 
Des Vigo weand V1V— 7. The West Valley occupancy rates have 
risen steadily during this period, from 887% in 1978 to 967 17 
io Sue: Santa Clara County rates have generally remained 
Stabilematsbetween 917% and 947. The Norehscounty areavhas had 
high Geeafiauth 4 rates of between 94% and 99% during the same 
period. 


Another indication of strength of demand in these areas 1s 
themlevel sot sortice space rents. The frent urange toremayer 
Muley tenant sOrrice buildings in the County in LoeOeis sie, 
in Exhibieseiv—8 sand (iV-9. The City) of San Mose @hasm cae 
widest range and also the highest monthly rent, from $0.65 to 
$1.50 per square foot. Rents in the North County tend to be 
thes highest, ranging from $0.75 to $1.45 per square fooc.sssin 
the West Valley rents are somewhat lower, in a range from 
S057 Sto sl.15 per square: foot. 


In general, the above statistics illustrate that office 
construction in the West County has increased dramatically 
during the past decade. Although the North County area of 
Palo Alto is still a preferred location for high-technology 
administrative headquarters, areas such as Cupertino and 
Sunnyvale are becoming more in demand as office center 
locations. 


(ae FUTURE MARKET TRENDS 


Questor was able to identify general trends in office con- 
struction as reflected by the proposed projects scheduled for 
completion during the next two to three years. Some of this 
information is confidential, however, and thus a detailed 
public presentation of this information is not possible. A 
summary of the major office building activity is as follows: 
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_ Total Square Feet 


127/80 _ 
West Valley 1,870,212 
North County 1,434,933 
Mid County 898,108 


Alameda/N. Firat 1,340,776 
(San Jose) 

San Jose Metro 1,798,000 

South San Jose 86,000 

Santa Clara County 7,428,029 


NOTES: 


SOURCES: 


07/83 


1,718,700 
1,436,933 

903,108 
1,403,400 


1,820,500 
86,000 
7,368 64) 


Exhibic IV-5 


INVENTORY OF EXISTING OFFICE SPACE 
SANTA CLARA COUNTY 
DECEMBER 1980, JULY 1983 


Square Feet Leased 


01/80-12/80 


322,845 
261,486 
261,200 
395,528 


108 ,550 
25,000 
1,374,609 


01/81-07/8) 


80,208 
139,672 
198,575 
240,045 


152,171 
7,000 
166,671 


West Valley Area: West San Jose, Campbell, Cupertino, Los Gatos 
North County Area: Palo alto, Mountain View, Los Altos 

Mid County Area: Sunnyvale, Sante Clare 
1980 data excludes buildings of less than 30,000 square feet or buildings built before 1962. 


1981 data excludes buildings of less than 30,000 square feet or buildings with a vacancy rate of over 


1980 data: MacMillan, Moore, & Buchanan, Iac.; 


1981 dats: Cushman & Wakefield; 


Questor Associates. 


Sq. Ft. Available for Lease 


12/80 


68,585 
82,640 
61,490 
171,350 


207,800 
0 
591,865 


07/81 


64,102 
85,261 
15,701 
127,442 


165,549 
19,000 
477,055 


Percent of 
Total Square Feet 
Available for Lease 


12/80 07/8) 


70%. 


Average Rent 
Increase 
Per Sq. Fe. 


01/81 - 07/8) 


$ 0.14 
0.25 
0.15 
0.14 


0.15 
0.23 
N.A. 


West Valley 

North County 

Mid County 

Alameda/North First 
(San Jose) 

San Jose Metro 

South San Jose 


Santa Clara County 


Exhibit [y-6 


OFFICE OCCUPANCY RATES* 
SANTA CLARA COUNTY 


1978-1981 

Dec. June Dec. June Dec. 
1978 1979 1979 1980 1980 
88% 89% 90% 94% 96% 
98 94 99 97 94 
89 78 90 83 93 
98 97 82 97 87 
86 94 95 92 88 
-- -- -- 79 100 
92 191 92 92 92 


* Excluding buildings of less than 30,000 square feet, or buildings with a 


vacancy rate of over 70%. 


sively to office use. 


NOTES: 


SOURCES : 


West Valley Area: 


North County Area: Palo Alto, Mountain View, Los Altos 


Mid County Area: 


Sunnyvale, Santa Clara 


Cushman & Wakefield; 
Questor Associates. 
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Includes only those buildings devoted exclu- 


West San Jose, Campbell, Cupertino, Los Gatos 


Exhibit IV-7 


OFFICE OCCUPANCY RATES 
SANTA CLARA COUNTY 1978 — 1981 


100% 
North County lm 
a 
Santa Clara mene 
a County oe A oe mee on ms os os oo 
— \ 
Bee Mid County 4 
West Valley | ~~ 
~ 
~ 
~ 
80% >a. 
70% 
DEC'1978 JUN'1979 DEC '1979 JUN!1980 DEC ‘1980 


Sources: Cushman and Wakefield; Questor Associates 
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Exhibit IV-8 


COMPARATIVE RENT LEVELS FOR MAJOR MULTI-TENANT 
OFFICE BUILDINGS IN SANTA CLARA COUNTY 
1980 
(Monthly Cost Per Square Foot) 


Average Rent for 


Area Rental Range 1978-80 Buildings (#) 
San Jose: 
Metro Center §.85-1.50 $1t 15e8(2) 
Alameda/N. First .65-1.20 100 301) 
West Valley w05=1-20 1.05561) 
South San Jose .85-1.00 12:00 Ci) 
Total City: .65-1.50 105565) 
North County: .75-1.45 Teel 52 (39) 
Mid County: .60-1.05 “95'G7) 
West Valley: loewalS .90 (6) 


SOURCES: Compiled by ABAG from information supplied by 
MacMillan, Moore and Buchanan, Cushman and Wakefield, 
and the San Jose Chamber of Commerce; 

Questor Associates. 
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Exhibit IV-9 


COMPARATIVE RENT RANGES FOR MAJOR MULTI-TENANT 
OFFICE BUILDINGS IN SANTA CLARA COUNTY - 1980 


(Monthly Cost per Square Foot) 


$1.40 
$1.15 


$1.20 


$1.00 


$0.80 


$0.60 
North County Mid County West Vailey 


San Jose 
Sources: Compiled by ABAG from information supplied by MacMillan, Moore, and Buchanan: Cushman and Wakefield: 


the San Jose Chamber of Commerce: and Questor Associates. 


Questor Associates 


In the Sunnyvale/U.S. 101 corridor, approxi-= 
mately 1,000,000 square feet are proposed. 


In Campbell, two buildings of 400,000 square 
feet each are proposed. 


In the Mountain View/Palo Alto area, a total 
of 300,000 square feet in small-building, 
office park development is under considera- 
Clone 


In addition, Questor Associates has obtained an estimate of 
the amount of office space with leases which will be expiring 
during the next several years. In, 1982, 1,100,000, scquare 
feet of office space will be up for lease renewal, and 
1,500,000 square feet will be up for lease renewal in 1983. 
Office leasing agents in the County perceive this large 
amount of office space for which leases will need to be 
renegotiated as an indication of strong demand for additional 
office space in the County. The trend in the past has been 
that Silicon Valley companies need ever-increasing amounts of 
space, and when leases come up for renewal they tend to seek 
larger spaces. 


The only over-supply of office space currently existing in 
the “Santa. Clara Valley is “along parts of the Uss* 101 (cor- 
ridor. This phenomenon is due to a large amount of con- 
struction over the past year and is anticipated to be short- 
lived. 


Although cyclical downturns in the office space market oc- 
curred during the 1970s, this phenomenon is expected to be 
rare in Cupertino during the 1980s for the following reasons: 


5 Relatively little land remains for office 
development in the Cupertino area; 


ms The local economy (and the demand for office 
space) has grown substantially over the past 
decade; 

2 The electronics firms of Silicon Valley today 


are of a larger scale and use more sophisti- 
cated management planning techniques than the 
entrepreneurial ventures of the 1970s. 


=64= 


Questor Associates 


The above discussion also applies to industrial research and 
development space (Section V). 


De EVALUATION OF PROPOSED GROWTH SCENARIOS 


The City of Cupertino presently has 918,047 square feet of 
existing and approved office space.(1) The existing General 
Plan would allow for a total build-out of an additional 
500,327 square feet, or an increase of 54%. The decreased 
intensity plan would allow for an increase of 37% over the 
existing level. The increased intensity plan, in contrast, 
allows for a total build-out in the City of over 2,000,000 
square feet, representing an increase of 244% .2¢7-The n- 
termediate intensity plan would permit office space to in- 
crease by 307%. These figures are displayed in Ex- 
hibits IV-10 and IV-11l. 


The high-technology industry in the Silicon Valley is pre- 
sently strong enough to support a larger amount of office 
space than currently exists in the City of Cupertino. In 
particular, there is a trend towards more administrative 
headquarter space in the western portion of the County, with 
a decrease in production and assembly space. As a result, it 
is likely that the office market would be able to absorb a 
substantial amount of space in Cupertino. This figure would 
be equal to or above the typical annual absorption rates for 
the West Valley of between 200,000 and 500,000 square feet. 


The differences among the plan scenarios result in varying 
periods of absorption (the time required for office space to 
become fully-leased). The additional construction permitted 
under the existing General Plan and the decreased intensity 
plan could likely be absorbed in one year. The amount of new 
construction allowed under the increased and intermediate 
scenarios, however, could require five years or longer to 
become fully leased. 


As a guide to evaluating proposed projects, however, Questor 
has identified the type of office space which is presently 
in demand, and is anticipated to become increasingly in 
demand, in Santa Clara County. Such office space would 
include the following characteristics: 


(1) According to estimates by the Cupertino City Planning 
Department. 
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Existing/Approved 
Construction iniisq,) fit. 


Additional New 
ft. 


Construction in sq. 


Additional Construction 


as % of 
Existing/Approved 


Total Buildout, 
Dn sass ee ce 


SOURCES: 


Exhibit Iv-10 


COMPARATIVE LAND USE SUMMARY 
OFFICE CONSTRUCTION 


CUPERTINO 
January, 1982 

Increased Intermediate 

Intensity Intensity 

Plan Plan 

918,047 918,047 

2,448,727 2,820,344 

267% 307% 
3,366,774 EPC SE BL 


Questor Associates. 


City of Cupertino Planning Department; 


Existing 
General Plan 


918,047 


500,327 


54% 


1,418,374 


Decreased 


Intensity 
Plan 


918,047 


335,827 


37% 


1,253,874 
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Exhibit IV-i1 


ADDITIONAL CONSTRUCTION AS PERCENT OF EXISTING/APPROVED CONSTRUCTION 
OFFICE CONSTRUCTION — CUPERTINO 1982 


(4%) 350 
307% 
300 
267% 
250 
200 
1504 | 
100 | 
| {| 54% 
: | iil = 
0 3 PLL ELEC Es: 
Increased Intermediate Existing Decreased 
Intensity Intensity General Intensity 
Plan Plan Plan Plan 


NOTE: PERCENTS CALCULATED ON THE BASIS OF SQUARE FEET. 
SOURCE: QUESTOR ASSOCIATES. 


Questor Associates 


Floor sizes of between 20,000 and 25,000 
square feet. 


Window bays of between 39 feet and 43 feet, to 
facilitate appropriate office segmentations; 


Parking ratios of approximately four spaces 
for every 1,000 square feet of office space; 
and, 


Construction phasing such that no more than 
400,000 square feet should be marketed in one 
year. This figure is an approximate target 
and should not be interpreted as an absolute 
maximum. 


yeh 
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Vv. INDUSTRIAL SPACE MARKET IMPACT ANALYSIS 


Questor Associates has completed a market analysis of the 
industrial space market in Cupertino and Santa Clara County 
using methods similar to those employed in the office space 
market analysis. Statistics have been gathered on absorption 
rates and available space, while interviews with major i1n- 
dustrial leasing agencies in Santa Clara County supplemented 
the quantitative data. 


A. MARKET AREA DEFINITION 


Like the office space market, the appropriate market area for 
industrial space tenants in the Cupertino area is Santa Clara 
County. The difference between the industrial and office 
markets, however, is that high-technology industrial space 
construction is expanding into Southern Alameda County to a 
greater degree than office space construction. This pheno- 
menon is due in part to the trend of administrative head- 
quarters remaining in the western portion of the Santa Clara 
Valley, while production and assembly activities are mi- 
grating toward the cheaper land areas of Milpitas and 
Fremont. 


In 1978, for example, 100% of the industrial space absorbed 
in Cupertino and 70% of the industrial space absorbed in the 
entire County was occupied by electronic industries. Thus, 
the research and industrial space component of the industrial 
market is limited to Santa Clara County, although some assem- 
bly and production activities are moving to Southern Alameda 
County. 


In light of this trend, Questor's analysis focuses on the 
demand for and supply of research and industrial space. The 
typical research and development building is totally air con- 
ditioned and contains approximately 30% to 50% office space. 
The remainder of the space is used for laboratory and re- 
search purposes and should have good lighting and tiled 
floors. Electricity requirements are higher than normal, 
ranging from 800 to 1200 amps. Excellent transportation and 
distribution facilities are necessities. 
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Be EXISTING MARKET CONDITIONS 


In Santa Clara County there are presently 104,895,000 square 
feet of space used by industry, including research, assembly 
and production activities. This space is inhabited by 
approximately 2,260 tenants, and the average amount of square 
feet leased per tenant is 45,000. Cupertino presently has a 
total of 4,144,773 square feet of industrial space. This 
space is inhabited by 61 tenants, and the average square feet 
per tenant is 68,000. 


In light of these numbers, it is possible to analyze the 
absorption patterns of both the County and Cupertinc over the 
past several years. Historical absorption levels are pre- 
sented in Exhibit V-1. Absorption of industrial space in the 
County has risen from a level of 4,256,000 in 1976 to a level 
of 10,080,000 in 1980. Absorption in Cupertino has risen 
from 69,750 square feet in 1976 to 327,000 square feet in 
1979. Industrial space leasing agents emphasize that absorp- 
tion in Cupertino is a function of how much space is actually 
built in a particular year. The general consensus is that 
aeearp. tn in Cupertino will equal the industrial space 
Ul be. 


To determine the validity of that perception, Questor has 
obtained a listing of industrial research and development 
space currently on the market (Exhibit V-2) as tabulated by a 
local real estate firm which specializes in this type of 
space. As of August 1981, no substantial amount of research 
and development space was available on the market in Cuper- 
tino. A limited amount of space was for lease in Campbell, 
Los Gatos, and Palo Alto; larger blocks of space were avail- 
able in Mountain View and Santa Clara; while over a million 
square feet were available in San Jose. San Jose and Santa 
Clara also had by far the largest number of buildings planned 
or under construction. 


The trend among research and development buildings is toward 
larger structures with more floor space. As an indication of 
this, the range’ of existing building jsize averages from 
18,000 square feet to 48,000 square feet. In contrast, 
planned buildings and those under construction range from a 
minimum of 21,000 square feet to a maximum of 115,000 square 
feet. 
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Exhibit V-l 


INDUSTRIAL SPACE ABSORPTION PATTERNS 
SANTA CLARA COUNTY, CUPERTINO 


1976-1980 
Santa Clara Cupertino 
County Cupertino as Percent of 
L976 4,256,000 69,750 1.6% 
SEITE 6,064,000 310,000 Date 
or 6767577601 750,000 Se 
a9 8,562,000 3277000 30 
1980 9,924,000 483,000 4.9 


SOURCES: Coldwell Banker; 
Questor Associates. 
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Exhibic V-2 


INVENTORY OF INDUSTRIAL RESEARCH AND DEVELOPHENT SPACE FOR LEASE 
SILICON VALLEY MARKET AREA* 
AUGUST 1981 


Existing Buildings Buildings Under Construction Planned Buildings 
Average Average Average 


Number of Total Leasable Size of Building Number of Total Leasable Size of Building Number of Total Leasable Size of Building 
Buildiaogs Square Feet in Square Feet Buildings Square Feet in Square Feet Buildings Square Feet in Square Feet 


Campbell 3 145 ,000 48,333 3 100,000 33,333 aoe ES —— 
Los Gatos 1 22,464 22,464 -- -- =< =o <== <a 
Mountain View 11 372,532 33,867 1 21,788 21,788 a Oe ae 
Palo Alto 2 37,736 18,868 -- -- on = == = 
San Jose 26 1,051,982 40,461 1S 627,804 41,854 i7 798,025 46,943 
Santa Clara _16 595,250 37, 203 mc) 1, 288 ,048 92,003 _ 6 695,900 115,983 
Market Area Total** 82 2,444,654 29,813 50 2,790,347 55,807 40 2,914,339 72,858 
* 


The urbanized areas of Santa Clara and southern Alameda Counties, from Palo Alto in the west to Fremont in the east. 


** Includes Fremont and Milpitas. 


NOTE: These statistics are a summary of the computer listings of a major research and developswent space 
real estate firm in Santa Clara County. 


SOURCE: Questor Associates. 
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Gs FUTURE MARKET TRENDS 


The consensus among industrial space leasing agents is that 
demand for new research and development space throughout the 
West Valley area will continue to be strong during the 1980s. 
A summary of the vacant, industrially zoned land available 
for future construction in Santa Clara County cities 1s 
presented in Exhibit V-3. As of 1979, the largest amount of 
vacant industrial land existed in San Jose and Milpitas, with 


4,939 acres and 1,650 acres, respectively. Morgan Hill, 
Santa Clara, Sunnyvale, and Mountain View all have over 400 
acres of vacant industrial land. Cupertino's amount of 


available land (129 acres) is relatively small in comparison 
to these other cities. The remaining jurisdictions in Santa 
Clara County have even smaller amounts of vacant industrial 
land. The moratorium on employment-related construction in 
Sunnyvale and similar no-growth sentiments throughout the 
West Valley Area, however, may prevent these industrially 
zoned acres from being fully built out. Leasing agents feel 
that demand is far in excess of potential supply. 


During the 1983-1985 period, between 5 million and 6 million 
Square feet of industrial space will require lease renewals 
each year. As in office space, this large amount of in- 
dustrial space due for renewal over the next five years is an 
indication of an active industrial space leasing market. The 
trend among research and development tenants is that upon 
lease renewal they require more space than they presently 
occupy. 


In order to identify the direction of growth likely for 
high-technology companies in Santa Clara County, it is useful 
to examine the number of employees in the manufacturing, re- 
search and development, and distribution sectors over the 
past several years. A summary of these employee levels is 
presented in Exhibit V-4. Research and development, as well 
as manufacturing, grew by 24% between 1977 and 1978, whereas 
distribution activities grew by only 6.8%. In 1979, re= 
search and development's employment grew by a healthy 14%, 
while manufacturing grew by 11.8%, and distribution activi- 
‘ties actually decreased by 6.7%. 


Although these figures are not conclusive, they do support 
the perception that research and development is becoming a 
more dominant force in the Santa Clara County high-technology 
economy, even though the vast majority of employees are still 
in the manufacturing sector. A forecast of additional em- 
ployees by type of job for Cupertino in particular is pre- 
sented in Section VI, Housing Market Impact Analysis. 
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Exhibit V-3 
INDUSTRIAL EMPLOYMENT POTENTIAL 


SANTA CLARA COUNTY CITIES 
1979 


Average Jobs* 


per Acre on Vacant Industrial 
Industrial Land Land within the 
for Future Urban Service 

City Construction Area (Net)** Capacity 

Palo Alto 60 50 3,000 
Mt. View 38 490 18,620 
Sunnyvale pas: 494 A deape to 6 
Santa Clara 45 aoe 23,940 
Cupertino 40 128 55.120 
Los Altos — 0 0 
Los Altos Hills —_ 0 0 
Milpitas 18 1,650 29,700 
San Jose a5 4,939 1235475 
Campbell 25 20 500 
Los Gatos 30 11 330 
Saratoga 30 9 270 
Monte Sereno —_ 0 0 
Morgan Hill 35 620 21,700 
Gilroy 20 350 7,000 
TOTAL 94293 246 ,005 


* Based on one shift operation. 

** Includes all land currently planned for industrial uses within city 
boundaries and land subject to annexation for industrial uses. These 
net acreage numbers reflect a reduction of 15% to 20% of the gross 
acreage for streets, curbs, sidewalks, etc. 


SOURCES: The Santa Clara County Manufacturing Group, Vacant Land in Santa 
Clara County, 1980; 
Questor Associates. 
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Exhibit V-4 


EMPLOYMENT TRENDS 
HIGH TECHNOLOGY COMPANIES 
SANTA CLARA COUNTY 


1977-1979 
Chee 1978 1979 
Type of Number of Number of Number of ; 
Company Employees Emp loyees % Change Employees % Change 
Manufacturing 119,600 148 ,597 PIE Sp dah 166,089 pe ty4 
Service (Research 
& Development ) 13,200 16,417 24.4 18,742 14.2 
Distribution 7,900 8,124 2.8 14576 (-6.7) 
TOTAL 140,700 Vise 135 PAG Wied by A 192,407 bial 


SOURCES: San Jose Chamber of Commerce; 
California Employment Development Department; 
Questor Associates. 


-75- 


Questor Associates 


Ds EVALUATION OF PROPOSED GROWTH SCENARIOS 


In 1981, Cupertino had 4,351,518 square feet of existing and 
approved industrial space.(1l) The existing General Plan 
would allow an increase of 31% over this existing level, 
while the decreased intensity plan would permit an increase 


of PAE LS The increased intensity plan would allow for an 
increase of 64%, and the intermediate intensity scenario 
permits an increase of 42%. In comparison with the growth 


rates permitted for other land uses under the General Plan 
amendments, the increase in industrial space is relatively 
low. A summary of these industrial construction build-outs 
is presented in Exhibits V-5 and V-6. 


In light of the strong demand for research and industrial 
space in the West Valley portion of Santa Clara County, all 
plans have market feasibility. Since Cupertino absorbed 
750,000 square feet of industrial space in 1978 alone, it is 
reasonable to expect that the additional space permitted 
under the existing General Plan and the decreased intensity 
scenario could be absorbed in several years. Development 
allowed under the intermediate and increased plans could 
require five years or longer to become fully leased. 


As in the office space analysis, Questor has identified the 
type of industrial research and development space which would 
be most in demand as perceived by industrial leasing agents. 
Such space would include the following features: 


The building footprint should range between 
25,000 and 50,000 square feet; 


a Buildings should be two stories in height, to 
allow a more efficient use of land; 


. Based on the above ranges, building sizes 
should be between 50,000 and 100,000 square 
feet. The larger buildings will generally be 
the more marketable; 


: The phasing of industrial space construction 
should be limited such that a maximum of one 
building is marketed within a two- to three- 


(1) According to estimates by Cupertino City Planning 


Department. 
Af foe 


Exhibit V=5 


COMPARATIVE LAND USE SUMMARY 
INDUSTRIAL CONSTRUCTION 
CUPERTINO 
January, 1982 


Increased Intermediate 
Intensity Intensity 
Plan Plan 
Existing/Approved 
Construction in sq. ft. 4,351,518 4, 35L, O16 
Additional New 
Construction in sq.ft. 2,731,910 1,835,441 
Additional Construction as 
% of Existing/Approved 64% a2% 
Total Buildout, in ye 
square feet 77439 ,288 6,186,959 


SOURCES: City of Cupertino Planning Department; 
Questor Associates. 
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Existing 
Ger.eral Plan 


4,351,518 


1,333,870 


31% 


5,685,388 


Decreased 
Intensity 
Plan 


4,351,518 


998, 670 


23% 


5,350,188 
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Exhibit V-—6 
ADDITIONAL CONSTRUCTION AS PERCENT OF EXISTING / APPROVED CONSTRUCTION 
i982 


INDUSTRIAL CONSTRUCTION — CUPERTINO 


(4) 70 
64% 
60 
50 
42% 
40 
30 
20 
10 
0 : 
Increased Intermediate Existing Decreased 
Intensity Intensity General Intensity 
Plan Plan Plan 


Plan 
PERCENTS CALCULATED ON THE BASIS OF SQUARE FEET. 


NOTE: 
SOURCE: QUESTOR ASSOCIATES, 


CUESTOL ASSOclates ——-__—"_ | ane 


month period. This ratio is an approximate 
target and should not be interpreted as an 
absolute maximum. 


One industrial space leasing agent estimated that over one 
million square feet of industrial space in Cupertino could be 
pre-leased within a two-year period. 
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VI. HOUSING MARKET IMPACT ANALYSIS 


Questor Associates has comprehensively analyzed the housing 
market conditions which presently exist in the City of Cuper- 
tino. This analysis is based on 1) statistics gathered by 
the San Jose Real Estate Board and the First American Title 
Company, and 2) a Questor survey of rental advertisements in 
the San Jose Mercury News. In addition, Questor has surveyed 
local Cupertino employers to determine the incomes and resi- 
dence locations of their current employees. Using this data, 
Questor has been able to make observations concerning the 
ability of new workers to afford housing within Cupertino. 


A. MARKET AREA DEFINITION 


Housing markets are not confined by municipal boundaries, and 
thus Cupertino is only one portion of the total housing 
market in Santa Clara County. Since the purpose of this 
study is to evaluate proposed amendments to the City's 
General Plan, however, Questor has also examined the housing 
market in Cupertino specifically. Housing market data has 
been gathered for 1) the metropolitan San Jose area, (Exhi- 
Dir Vi-l), sand)72) the Cupertino-Monte Vista area (Exhib- 
Bi ey i=Z"): 


B. EXISTING MARKET CONDITIONS 


Questor has chosen three major housing variables by which 
housing market statistics are organized. These variables are 
as follows: 


2 Tenure: For sale and rental housing; 
% Type: Attached and detached housing; 
2 Age: New construction and existing housing. 


The exhibits which follow present housing price information 
as it varies among the above categories. 
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Exhibit VI-| 
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Exhibit ViI-2 CUPERTINO/ 
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The average price of a single-family home or condominium 
resale in Metropolitan San Jose in 1980 was $115,464. The 
monthly median price ranged from a low of $90,000 in January 
to a high of $104,250 in December. This median has risen to 
a high of $112,250 in July of 1981. These statistics are 
presented in Exhibit VI-3. 


In June of 1981, only 27.8% of the single-family home re- 
Sales in the San Jose Metropolitan area were under $100,000, 
as compared with 25.8% in July of the same year. Approxli- 
mately 93% of single-family home resales were under $200,000 
during both months. A distribution of single-family home 
sales for June and July of 1981 is shown in Exhibit VI1-4. 


The Cupertino area has significantly higher house prices than 
the San Jose metropolitan area. Cupertino single-family home 
resales averaged $137,681 in 1980. The monthly median price 
ranged from a low of $118,000 to a high of $138,500. The 
monthly median for July of 1981 was $145,000. Condominium 
and townhouse resales in 1980 averaged $122,713. The monthly 
median ranged from a low of $90,500 in April of 1980 to a 
high of $126,000 in June. The monthly median in 1981 has 
risen from a low of $109,900 in January to high of $145,000 
in June. These figures are presented in Exhibits VI-5 and 
VI-6. 


Prices of newly constructed, single-family, detached houses 
currently selling in Cupertino are substantially above these 
levels. According to a survey done by the First American 
Title Company in the spring of 1981, the lowest priced 
Single-family house in Cupertino was selling for $171,950. 
Several apartment conversions resulted in relatively in- 
expensive condominiums priced in the $60,000 to $75,000 
range. Prices of newly constructed condominiums began as low 
as $80,000, although most were priced between $150,000 and 
$200,000. Based on First American Title's survey of de- 
velopments either 1) under construction or 2) between phases, 
there are significantly more condominium and planned unit 
development projects underway than single-family home pro- 
jects. First American Title identified four single-family 
home projects and eleven condominium projects under con- 
struction. This information is shown in Exhibits VI-7 and 
VI-8. 


In order to comprehensively profile the availability of 
rental units in Cupertino, Questor Associates has completed 
an extensive content analysis of rental advertisements in the 
San Jose Mercury News between April 5 and August 2 of 1981. 
Advertisements identified as being “within Cupertino" were 
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Exhibit VI-3 


SINGLE-FAMILY HOME AND CONDOMINIUM SALES 
SAN JOSE METROPOLITAN AREA* 


1980, 1981 
Number Average Median** 
of Sales Price Price 
1980 
January 1,474 $101,507 $ 90,000 
February po pa 4 105 ,955 93,000 
March 1,186 110,260 95,000 
April 818 112,074 95 ,000 
May 1,236 113,328 97,500 
June 1,554 117,142 100 ,000 
July 1,946 116,299 100,000 
August 1,788 121,783 104,000 
September 1,546 115,650 102,000 
October 1,475 117,584 103 ,000 
November 1,061 129 , 863 105 ,000 
December 996 ~ 127,956 104,250 
TOTAL 1980 16,607 $115,464 N.A. 
1981 
January 924 121,395 105,000 
February Lezie 128,437 109 ,000 
March 1,362 119,218 107,000 
April 1,288 123,382 109 ,500 
May Te30 128,671 112,000 
June 07 1335002 HWA SOY) 
July 1,033 135,418 T1T25250 


*Based on re-sales in the area covered by the San Jose 
Real Estate Board, which includes the cities of 
San Jose, Cupertino, Campbell, Gilroy, Milpitas, 
Morgan Hill, and Santa Clara. 


«*Single-family homes only. 


SOURCES: San Jose Real Estate Board; 
Questor Associates. 
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Exhibit VI-4 


DISTRIBUTION OF SINGLE-FAMILY HOME SALES 
SAN JOSE METROPOLITAN AREA* 


1981 
June —— Jul 

Number Cumulative Number Cumulative 

Sale Price OfeUol cs ane yi of Units % hea 
$ 40,000 - 49,999 2 nz O52 0) 0.0 0.0 
6550.000 5-2 595.999 =| O23 0.5 1 OZ O52 
$ 60,000 - 69,999 13 1.4 To 12 Pr AY, Zee 
$ 70,000 - 79,999 66 7.0 8.9 ZZ 30 225 
$ 80,000 - 89,999 83 8.8 Lied 63 10.2 Te 
3..90,000 = 99°999 o5 10.1 27.8 =] Siw 2508 
$100,000 - 119,999 261 2728 55.26 162 26.5 Sea 
$120,000 - 139,999 174 1325 74.1 102 16.7 69.0 
$140,000 - 159,999 89 975 83.6 64 10.5 1905 
$160,000 - 179,999 63 6.7 9023 50 Sie Sica 
$180,000 - 199,999 21 eae 9229 30 4.9 92.6 
$200,000 - 249,999 sh) 4.2 96.7 a2 Dee 97.8 
$250,000 and above 730 Does 99.9 14 223 100.1 
TOTAL 959 99-9 99ng 611 100.1 100.1 


*Based on re-sales in the area covered by the San Jose Real Estate 
Board, which includes the cities of San Jose, Cupertino, Campbell, 
Gilroy, Milpitas, Morgan Hill, and Santa Clara. 

SOURCES: San Jose Real Estate Board; 

Questor Associates. 
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Exhibit VI-5 


SINGLE-FAMILY HOME SALES 
CUPERTINO-MONTE VISTA 


1980, 1981 
Number Average Median 
of Sales Price Price 
1980 
January 258 $123,488 $118,000 
February 63 129,471 122,000 
March 45 1355975 125 ,500 
April 35 137,020 126,000 
May 70 133,342 125 ,000 
June 93 136 ,003 126,500 
July 76 134,008 126,500 
August 87 Toy 5orL 132,000 
September 12 134,906 126,500 
October 62 162,456 136,000 
November 39 148 ,998 134,950 
December ST 143 ,096 138,500 
Total 1980 734 $137,681 N.A. 
1981 

January 42 149 ,913 135 ,000 
February 48 146 ,026 135 ,000 
March 44 144,026 135 ,000 
April a5 142,103 1355000 
May 54 151,279 138,000 
June 46 156,916 146,000 
July 54 149 ,137 145 ,000 


NOTE: Sales are re-sales only, from an area bounded 
roughly by Homestead Road, Saratoga Avenue, 
Prospect Road, and Skyline Boulevard, as 
shown in Exhibit VI-4. 


SOURCES: San Jose Real Estate Board; 
Questor Associates. 
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Exhibit VI-6 


CONDOMINIUM AND TOWNHOUSE SALES 
CUPERTINO-MONTE VISTA 


1980, 1981 
Number Average Median 
of Sales Price Price 
1980 
January 10 $111,868 $104,000 
February 14 125,554 129,000 
March 12 116,267 119,000 
April 7 115,071 90,500 
May 7 116,164 116,000 
June 16 127,, 263 126,000 
July 13 124,685 124,950 
August 25 126,700 125,000 
September 13 124,826 121,500 
October 13 123 ,269 112,000 
November i. 1d, 286 105 ,000 
December 6) 137 ,083 122,500 
Total 1980 143 122,713 N.A. 
1981 

January 7 1225914 109 ,900 
February 13 139727 130,000 
March 8 154,375 145 ,000 
April 3 Ws 129,892 130,000 
May 13 132,296 120,000 
June 12 143,417 145 ,000 
July 9 148 ,444 139,000 


NOTE: Sales are re-sales only, from an area 
bounded roughly by Homestead Road, 
Saratoga Avenue, Prospect Road, and 
Skyline Boulevard, as shown in Exhibit VI-4. 


SOURCES: San Jose Real Estate Board; 
Questor Associates. 
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Exhible VI-7 
SURVEY OF RESIDENTIAL CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS 


CUPERTINO AND VICINITY 
MARCH-APRIL, 1981 


CURRENTLY SELLING PROJECTS: Single-Family Detached 


No. of Type of Proposed Date Average 
Nap Basic Bedrooms- Hinious Financing Total Sales Total Weekly 
No. Development & Developer Price Range Sq. Ft. Baths Lot Size Offered Units Started Sold prSaless. 
1 Bas at Foothill II 278,000 2,262 z= 3 N/A Conv. 27 Sept. 80 22 0.8 
Bas Homes 337,000 3,123 $ - 3 
2 Granada Homes 199,500 1,810 3- 24 3,200 Conv. 9 Jan. 81 2 0.3 
Terry Brown Construction Co. 239,900 1,980 4 - 24 
3 Bryaot Square 262,950 2,183 4 - 24 8,000 Conv. 42 Sept. 80 41 1.1 
Dividend Development Co. 321,950 2,815 4-3 
4 Casa View Terrace 171,950 1,613 3-2 4,480 Conv. 37 July 80 33 1.0 
Dividend Development Co. 211,950 2,036 4 - 24 
5 Cuesta Park 190,000 2,300 Ay 2 9,000 Conv. 18 June 80 1 0.3 
Pion Bros. Construction 362,000 3,300 5 = 3 
6 Royal Ano Park 291,400 3,300 33 6,000 Conv. 53 Dec. 80 8 0.6 
Woolworth Construction 300 ,000 3,416 4-3 


CURRENTLY SELLING PROJECTS: Condominium and Planned Unit Developments 


No. of Type of Proposed Date Average 
Map Basic Bedrooms- Minious Financing Total Sales Total Weekly 
No. Development & Developer Price Range Sq. Ft. Baths Lot Size Offered Units Started Sold Sales 
? Stonebridge 193,450 2,010 Zia 2 N/A Conv. 36 Aug. 80 32 1.1 
Daiwa House 208 ,450 2,480 3y= 2 
8 Meridian Woods* 77,000 925 2t=ay N/A Conv. 282 May 80 180 3.6 
Daon Corp. 95,500 1,460 ¥- ay 
9 Woodsborough* 60 ,000 635 hod N/A Conv. 478 May 80 360 63.0 
Daon Corp. 115,000 1,475 3- 24 
10 Garden View Terrace 152,500 1,201 2s N/A Coav. 41 Oct. 80 24 i | 
Federated Developmt. Co.,Inc. 177,950 1,891 4 - 24 
1 Hidden Valley 188,900 1,639 ees} N/A Conv. 23 Sept. 80 VM 0.4 
Harek Building Company 186,900 1,677 37-425 
12 Stratford Gardens 189,000 1,643 een 2 N/A Conv. 64 Mar. 81 14 3.5 
Ponderosa Homes 205 ,000 2,191 Sf heh 
13 Vista del Lago 78 ,000 658 a) N/A Coov. 254 Mec. 81 138 27.6 
Regis Homes, lac. 122,900 1,448 352 
14 Tudor Village 180,000 1,790 I= 2 N/A Conv. 1 April 81 4 2.0 
Stanford Financial Corp. 185,000 1,850 3 - 24 


—(®) gg- 


Exhible VI-? (Continued) 


DEVELOPMENTS UNDER CONSTRUCTION OR BETWEEN PHASES: Single-Family Detached 


Map Proposed Total Units in Total Sold Units ino Date of 
No. Development & Developer Price Range Square Feet Development To Date Next Phase Opening For Sale 
A Wildflower Way N/A 1,450 43 tt) 13 Fall 81 
Jules Duc Construction Company 
B Meadows II of Cupertino N/A N/A 5 0 5 1981 
M.C.A.; Limited Partoership 
c Oakdell Ranch N/A 2,560 18 0 18 May 81 
Osterland Enterprises, Inc. 2,900 
D Montebello Oaks N/A N/A 12 0 12 Summer 82 


Pino Bros. Construction 


DEVELOPMENT UNDER CONSTRUCTION OR BETWEEN PHASES: Condominium end Planned Unit Developments 


E American Villa Townhomes N/A 1,820 iS 0 15 May 8) 
Americano Villa Corp. 1,910 
F Vista Hills N/A 1,434 43 0 13 Aug 8) 
Terry Brown Construction Co. 1,810 
G Pack Plaza N/A 3,163 79 (') N/A July 82 
C & HW Pactoership 4,323 
H Failways N/A 950 220 0 N/A Hay 81 
Construction Systess 1,400 
if Miramar Plaza N/A N/A 282 0 N/A Summer 82 
Gazdac Homes, Iac. 
J St. Andrew Court N/A 1,250 16 0 44 July 84 
Gilbert Homes 1,450 
K Coppersquare N/A 870 60 0 N/A Fall 81 
E.A. Hathaway 1,500 
L Capistrano N/A 3,277 177 0 N/A May 81 
Morrison Homes 1,488 
4 Stevens Creek Place N/A N/A 255 it) N/A Winter 81 
Parnas Corp. 
N The Redwoods N/A 1,700 338 0 N/A June 8} 
R.J.M. Construction Company, Inc. 1,900 
0 Town Center Place N/A N/A 400 0 N/A Summer 82 


T.C.P.C., Limited 


* Apartment Conversion 


SOURCES: First American Title Guaranty Company; 
Questor Associates. 
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CUPERTINO AND VICINITY 


ee 
Questor Associates 


tallied and classified according to number of bedten eaeae 
type of unit. The results of this survey, by gre cue 
percent, is presented in Exhibit VI-9. Only 37% 0 q 
one-bedroom apartments had a monthly rent of below $400, lee 
only 35% of the two-bedroom apartments advertised had a rent 
of below $500. Of the three-bedroom duplexes advertised, 16% 
were below $600 in rent. Single-family houses, perhaps due 
to a lower level of quality, were somewhat cheaper than 
duplexes. Roughly 71% of the two-bedroom homes were praced 
below $500 and 43% of three-bedroom homes were priced below 
$600. 


By estimating monthly housing costs, Questor has established 
minimum income limits needed to afford typical housing prices 
in Cupertino. For resale home purchases, required annual 
incomes were calculated for both 16% and 13% interest rates 
on the home mortgage. The latter interest rate 1S an approx- 
imation for the effective rate which might be paid by a home- 
buyer who assumes an existing mortgage. In such a case, the 
homebuyer assumes an existing mortgage at an interest rate 
below current levels, in combination with a new mortgage at 
16% to cover the difference between the sales price and the 
amount of the first mortgage. 


The results of these affordability analyses, presented in 
Exhibits VI-10 through VI-14, are as follows: 


- Based on the average price of single-family 
home resales in 1980, an annual household 
income of between $56,000 and $70,000 would be 
needed for purchase. 


Based on the average price of condominium 
resales’ in 1980 in ‘thé. Cupertino varea,) an 
annual income of between $49,000 and $63,000 
would be required for purchase. 


S Based on the low and high endpoints in the 
range of new single-family home prices in the 
Cupertino area, the required annual income 
would be between $83,000 and $185,000. 


e Based on the low and high endpoints in the 
range of new condominium prices in the Cuper- 
tino area, the required annual income would 
range from $29,000 to $107,000. 


ad0= 
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Exhibit VI-9 


RENT SURVEY OF ADVERTISED HOUSING UNITS 
CUMULATIVE PERCENTS BY TYPE OF UNIT 
CUPERTINO 1981 


fpartments/ Townhouses Duplexes p Sitges Family Houses 
3 or More Ps 3 or More 2 3 or More 
Monthly Rent dhs Whe ae Bedrooms rea Bedrooms Bedrooms aoe Bedrooms Bedrooms 
Under $250 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
$250-299 5 1 0 33 0 0 0 0 0 
$300-349 14 1 0 0 0 0 10 0 0 
$350-399 37 2 0 0 0 0 30 3 0 
$400-499 69 35 Ps 66 32 1 100 71 14 
$500-599 83 59 aT 0 71 16 89 43 
$600-699 100 91 49 100 94 a 100 81 
$700-799 100 91 100 83 98 
$800 and above 100 100 100 
TOTAL 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Number of ads 22 165 113 3 44 364 10 77 42 


in survey 


NOTES: Based on the number of advertisements for rental housing units in the Sunday edition 
of the San Jose Mercury News, April 5, 1981- -August 2, 1981. Advertisements in survey 
chosen if unit is identified as "in Cipereine: ane not necessarily within City 
Limits. Totals may not add to 100% due to rounding. 


SOURCE: Questor Associates. 


HOUSING AFFORDABILITY ANALYSIS 


Exhibit VI-10 


SINGLE-FAMILY HOME RESALES 
CUPERTINO 


Purchase Price (1) 
Loan-to-Value Ratio 
Mortgage Amount 
Interest Rate 


Annual Housing Costs 


Principal and Interest 
(30-year term) 

Real Estate Tax (1.10%) 
Mortgage Insurance (0.35%) 
Hazard Insurance (0.2%) 


TOTAL Annual Housing Costs 


REQUIRED ANNUAL INCOME (2) 


NOTES: 


SOURCE: 


(1) 


$137,681 
0.90 

Si Pee) 
16% 


$ 20,000 
1,514 
436 

248 


ace, 195 


16% 


$ 67,000 


Cupertino-Monta-Vista area. 


(2) 


Rounded to nearest $1,000. 


Questor Associates. 
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$137,681 
0.95 
$130,797 
16% 


Sa eli 
1,514 
458 

262 


S225.5545 


$ 70,000 


$137,681 
0.90 
$123,913 
13% 


$ 16,443 


1,514 
436 


248 


$ 18,641 


$ 56,000 


Sy 


$137,681 
0.95 
$130,797 
13% 


$ 18,270 
1,514 
458 

262 


$ 20,504 


$ 62,000 


The average price of single-family home resales in 1980 in the 


Assuming a maximum annual housing cost-to-income ratio of 33.3%. 
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Exhibit VI-11]l 


HOUSING AFFORDABILITY ANALYSIS 


Purchase Price (1) 
Loan-to-Value Ratio 
Mortgage Amount 
Interest Rate 


Annual Housing Costs 
Principal and Interest 

(30 year term) 
Real Estate Tax (1.10%) 
Mortgage Insurance (0.35%) 
Hazard Insurance (0.2%) 


TOTAL Annual 
Housing Costs 


REQUIRED ANNUAL 
INCOME (2) 


$122,713 


$ 17,825 
1,350 
387 


221 


5 19,783 


$ 59,000 


CONDOMINIUM RESALES 
CUPERTINO 


S122, h13 

0.95 

SLLG6 7377 
16% 


$ 18,816 
1,350 
408 


233 


$ 20,807 


$ 62,000 


vi2z2,7.3 
0.90 
$110,442 
13% 


S122 7435 
O23 

SLLG, SL 
13% 


(1) The average price of condominium resales in 1980 in the Cupertino-Mountain Vista area. 
(2) Assuming a maximum annual housing cost-to-income ratio of 33.3%. 


Rounded to nearest $1,000. 


SOURCE: Questor Associates. 
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Exhibit VI-12 


HOUSING AFFORDABILITY ANALYSIS 


SINGLE-FAMILY HOME NEW CONSTRUCTION SALES 


CUPERTINO 

Purchase Price (1) $171,950 $171,950 $362,000 $362,000 
Loan-to-Value Ratio 0.90 0295 0.90 0.95 
Mortgage Amount 154,755 S1635352 $352,800 $343,900 
Interest Rate 16% 16% 16% 16% 
Annual Housing Costs . 
Principal and interest $ 24,977 $ 26,365 $ 52,584 $2557 505 

(30-Year Term) 
Real Estate Tax (1.10%) 1,891 1,891 3,982 3,982 
Mortgage Insurance (0.35%) 542 572 1,140 1,204 
Hazard Insurance 310 327) 652 688 
TOTAL Annual Housing Costs 5:27, 720 Sheol oS Seo pooo $ 61,379 
REQUIRED ANNUAL INCOME (2) $ 83,000 $ 88,000 $175,000 


$184,000 


(1) The low and high end-points in the range of single family home new construction 
sales in the Cupertino area during March-April 1981. 


(2) Assuming a maximum annual housing cost-to-income ratio of 33.3%. Rounded to 
nearest $1,000. 


SOURCE: Questor Associates. 


Exhibit VI-13 


HOUSING AFFORDABILITY ANALYSIS 
CONDOMINIUM NEW CONSTRUCTION SALES 


-S 6- 


CUPERTINO 

Purchase Price (1) $60,000 $60,000 $208,450 $208,450 
Loan-to-Value Ratio 0.90 OS95 0.90 O295 
Mortgage Amount $54,000 $57,000 $187,605 $198,028 
Interest Rate 16% 16% 16% 16% 
Annual Housing Costs 
Principal and Interest 
(30-Year Term) $8,726 $ 9,200 5-307, 279 Se 3 10G2 
Real Estate Tax (1.10%) 660 660 2,203 2293 
Mortgage Insurance (0.35%) 189 200 657 693 
Hazard Insurance (0.23) 108 114 3.5 396 
TOTAL Annual 

Housing Costs $ 9,673 $10,174 $ 33,604 $ 35,344 
REQUIRED ANNUAL 

INCOME (2) $29,000 $31,000 $101,000 $106, 000 

(1) The low and high end-points in the range of condominium new construction sales in 


the Cupertino area during March-April 1981, 


(2) Assuming the maximum annual housing cost-to-income ratio of 33.3%, 


Rounded to nearest $1,000. 


SOURCE: Ouestor Associates. ° 


including apartment conversions. 


Exiiibitevi=14 


HOUSING AFFORDABILITY ANALYSIS 
RENTAL HOUSING 


CUPERTINO 
DebR 2B Seek 
Apartment Duplex House 
Monthly Rent (1) $ 450 $ 550m > 650 
Monthly Utilities 20 25 30 
Monthly Housing Expenses $ 470 $ S75 > 680 
Annual Housing Expenses $ 5,640 5 6,900 "$8, £60 
REQUIRED ANNUAL INCOME (2) $17,000 S21 ,000S $25,008 


(1) Based on approximate median rent level as determined by 
survey of San Jose Mercury News, April-August 1981. 


(2) Assuming a maximum annual housing cost-to-income ratio 
Of 33.3%. Rounded to nearest $1,000. 


SOURCE: The Land Economics Group. 
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Questor Associates 


Based on the approximate median rent level for 
one-bedroom apartments in Cupertino, the re- 


quired annual income would be approximately 
S27 ,000:. 


Based on the approximate median rent level of 
a two-bedroom duplex in Cupertino, the re- 
quired annual income would be $21,000. 


Based on the approximate median rent level of 
three-bedroom single-family homes in Cuper- 
tino, the required annual income would be 
925,000. 


A final market indicator which Questor has examined is the 
vacancy rate. According to the most recent vacancy survey of 
the Federal Home Loan Bank(1l), the vacancy rate of both 
Ssingle- and multifamily units is slightly more than 1%. 
Considering the temporary vacancies created by households 
moving from one unit to another, the effective vacancy rate 
1n Cupertino would appear to be zero. 


C. FUTURE MARKET TRENDS 


To evaluate future housing market trends, Questor has ex- 
amined 1) the availability of residential land for develop- 
ment, and 2) the affordability of Cupertino housing for new 
Cupertino workers. 


De Residential Development Potential 


The potential for additional residential development in Santa 
Clara .County is limited, and most of this potential is 
located in cities in the eastern and southern sections of the 
County, such as San Jose, Morgan Hill, and Milpitas. An 
estimate based on 1979 data for the additional dwelling unit 
Capacity of cities “1m “Santa Clara County.is, presented=-1n 
Exhibit VI-15. Cupertino, with an estimated dwelling unit 
capacity of 4,890 units, has one of the higher potentials of 


(1) Federal Home Loan Bank of San Francisco, San Jose SMSA 
Housing Vacancy Survey, September 1980, 1981. 
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Spice. ya Lo 


RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL 
Santa Clara County Cities 


1373 

Vacant Land 

Within the Average Dwell- 

Urban Service ing-Uni ts Pex 

Area (Acres) * Acre on Resid- Dwelling Unit 
City Residential ential Land Capacity 
Palo ALto 65 20 1, 300 
Mt. View 300 2 3,600 
Sunnyvale 168 10 By yeh 
Sant Clara i sho) 18 27520 
Cupertino 652 FieSs) 4,890 
Los Altos 68 Sik) 238 
Los Altos Hills 644 Sipe: Saiz 
Milpitas 608 6 3,648 
San Jose Ose 6 45,786 
Campbell 40 5 200 
Los Gatos a $e Io) ut 395 
Saratoga 1.514 15 é PSs PATA 
Monte Sereno 39 ik ac 
Morgan Hill peo 5 5B, 0G 
Gilroy 650 7.5 4,875 


TOTAL Va oe 2 78,541 


eee 
*Includes all land currently planned for residential uses within 
city boundaries and land subject to annexation for residential uses 


SOURCES: The Santa Clara County Manufacturing Group; Vacant Land 
in Santa Clara, County, 1980; 0uestor Associates. 
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Questor Associates 


Cities in the area. All cities in the western portion of the 
County except Mountain View have development potentials of 
under 3,000 dwelling units. The total dwelling unit capacity 
for Citiessin the Gounty 1s only*aligntly-above 73,000. The 
Santa Clara County Manufacturing Group estimates a net 
housing unit shortfall in the County of approximately 62,000 
units(l) based on demand resulting from employment growth. 


Most of the acreage available for development in Cupertino is 
found in hillside, low-density parcels. Several high-density 
infill sites exist along Stevens Creek Boulevard and De Anza 
Boulevard, while medium- density infill sites are scattered 
throughout the City. The General Plan amendments being 
considered would affect the development intensity of the 
Forge, the Town Center area, and South Saratoga/Sunnyvale 
Road area. These projects are displayed in Exhibit VI-16. 


Ze Income Levels of Additional Cupertino Workers 


To project the incomes of new workers resulting from new 
construction allowed under the three General Plan scenarios, 
Questor has used the following steps: 


1) Estimate a distribution of workers by type 
according to income; 


2) Estimate a distribution of workers by type 
according to type of construction; and 


3) Using the figures developed in steps 1 and 2, 
estimate a distribution of workers by income 
according to type of construction. 


This analysis is explained more fully below. 


Initially, Questor surveyed five employers currently located 
in the City to determine the approximate wages of their work 
forces. A distribution of their present workers by type and 
income is presented in Exhibit VI-17. 


(1) The Santa Clara County Manufacturing Group, Jobs/Housing 
Task Force, Vacant Land in Santa Clara County, Implica- 


tions for JO6b* Growth “and Housing” in’ the® 1980s, 1980. 
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Exhibit VI- 16 
POTENTIAL RESIDENTIAL 
DEVELOPMENT 
CUPERTINO 1981 


iia Committed New Growth 


(D.U./Gr.Ac.) 


HIM Very Low 


NS] Low; | -— 5 oN) 


ta : Medium: 5 — 10 
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Exhibit VI-17 


DISTRIBUTION OF EMPLOYEES BY TYPE AND INCOME LEVEL 


Type of Worker Annual Income 


Clerical $ 8,000-$19,000 
Assembly $ 9,000-$16,000 
Technicians $11,000-$26 ,000 
Engineers $20 ,000-$60,000 


Administrative $20 ,000-$70,000 


TOTAL 


(1) Companies surveyed: Apple 
Measurex Corporation (684 
(75 employees). 


CUPERTINO EMPLOYERS 
1981 


Company A Company B Company C 


21.9% 14.6% 5.3% 
12.5 32.4 4.0 
13.1 4.9 53.3 
28.8 18.6 24.0 
23 «id, 29.5 13.3 
100.0 100.0 ohne) 


Computers (1,236 employees); 
employees); Tandem Computers 


(2) Totals may not equal 100.0 due to rounding. 


SOURCE: Questor Associates. 


Company D 


14.1% 
21.8 
10.2 
2rA 
26.8 


100.0 


Hewlett Packard 


(1,240 


employees) ; 


Company E 


15.6 
19.1 
15.0 
31.0 
19.4 


100.1 


(4,101 
Timex 


rs 


employees) ; 
Corporation 
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Questor Associates 


Based on confidential information supplied by the employers, 
Questor was able to more precisely define the salary range of 
the engineering and administrative work categories. Using 
this information, Questor determined approximate distribu- 
tions by income for each worker type. For example, approxi- 
mately 75% of engineering and professional workers employed 
in Cupertino earn between $20,000 and $39,999 each year. 
Only 25% earn $40,000 and above. These approximate per- 
centages are presented in Exhibit VI-18. 


As explained in Section VII of this report, Fiscal Impact 
Analysis, Questor has estimated the number of employees 
generated by the additional office, industrial, and com- 
mercial construction permitted under each of the three 
General Plan scenarios. Based on the results of Questor's 
survey of Cupertino employers, approximate distributions of 
workers by building type were developed. For example, the 
typical office building labor force in Cupertino consists of 
30% clerical workers, 33% professional and engineering 
workers, and 37% administrative workers. Using these per- 
centages, the number of clerical, professional, and adminis- 
trative workers in office and industrial buildings can be 
fae These numbers of workers are presented in Exhib- 
avi 19'. 


Combining the numbers in Exhibit VI-18 and VI-19, Questor was 
able to estimate the number of workers by type according to 
four income categories. For example, commercial development 
under the increased intensity plan will result in approxi- 
mately an additional 768 clerical workers earning under 
$10,000, and 3,501 workers earning between $10,000 and 
$19,999. The results of these calculations are presented in 
Exhibit VI-20. 


Dy. EVALUATION OF PROPOSED GROWTH SCENARIOS 


Cupertino presently has 19,010 dwelling units.(1) The 
existing General Plan allows for an increase of 600 dwelling 
units, while the decreased intensity plan allows for an 
increase of 400 units. The increased scenario allows an 
additional 720 units, while the intermediate scenario permits 
an additional 1,720 units (an increase. of .9% over the 
existing level). These figures are presented in Ex- 
habits Viezl and Vi-22. 


(1) According to estimates by the Cupertino City Planning 
Department. 
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Exhibit VI-18 
DISTRIBUTION OF NEW EMPLOYEES BY TYPE & INCOME 


(In Percents) 
CUPERTINO 
ENGINEERING/ 
PROFESSIONAL ADMINISTRATIVE RETAIL 
ANNUAL INCOME CLERICAL WORKERS . WORKERS WORKERS WORKERS 
Under $10,000 18% 80% 
710/000 —" $19,999 ! 82% 15% 
720,000 = (939,099 75% 80% 5% 
$40,000 and above 25% 20% 
TOTAL 100% 100% 100% 100% 
NOTE: Percentages based on interviews with existing Cupertino employers and California 
Employment Development Department. 


SOURCE: 


Questor Associates. 


<-—C t= 


Exhibit VI-19 


DISTRIBUTION OF ADDITIONAL EMPIOYEES BY TYPE 


In In Industrial 
Office (Research & Development) 
TOTAL Buildings Buildings 
Clerical Professional Administrative Clerical Professional Administrative 
Increased 
Intensity 
Plan 23, 686 2,939 3,232 3,624 1,330 3,472 2,586 
Intermediate 
Intensity 
Plan 18, 681 3, 384 3,723 4,174 876 2,286 L102 
Existing 
General 
Plan 6,378 601 660 740 636 1,662 1, 2377 
Decreased 
Intensity 
Plan 3,963 403 443 497 472 ¥, 231 917 


NOTE: Based on the following distribution, as determined by Questor's survey of Cupertino employers. 
Office Building Labor Force: Clerical, 30%; Professional, 33%; Administrative, 373%. 
Industrial Building Labor Force: Clerical, 18%; Professional, 47%; Administrative, 35%. 


SOURCE: Questor Associates. 


Commercial 


Buildings 


6,503 


2,536 


842 


CUPERTINO 
1982 = 1990 
Annual Income Clerical Professional Administrative Retail Total 
Under $10,000 7 16o me a, a a a 7 202 5,970 
$10,000-$19, 999 87501 975 4,476 
$20, 000-$39, 999 5,028 4,968 326 loys22 
$40,000 and above 1,676 1,242 aS 
TOTAL 4,269 6,704 6,210 6,503 23,686 
Intermediate Intensity Plan 
Cupertino 
1982-1990 
Annual Income Clerical Professional Administrative Retail Total 
Under $10,000 767 2,029 2,196 
$10, 000-$19, 999 3,493 380 3,873 
$20, 000-$39, 999 4,507 4,701 2 Sr335 
$40,000 and above 7502 LS 2,677 
TOTAL 4,260 6,009 5,876 2,536 18,681 
Existing General Plan 
Cupertino 
1982-1990 
Annual Income Clerical Professional Administrative Retail Total 
Under $10,000 223 674 897 
$10, 000-19, 999 1,014 126 1,140 
$20, 000-$39, 999 1,742 S82 42 3,366 
$40,000 and above 5380 395 975 
TOTAL eo. 7h, BYP 1,977 842 6,378 
a ee 
Decreased Intensity Plan 
Cupertino 
1982-1990 
Annual Income Clerical Professional Administrative Retail Total 
Under $10, 000 158 ia? walse: 
$10, 000-$19, 999 Uy vbw) 
$20, 000-$39, 999 1,256 eo 2,387 
$40,000 and above 418 283 701 


SOURCE: Questor Associates. 


Exhibit VI-20 


DISTRIBUTION OF ADDITIONAL EMPLOYEES BY INCOME 
#7 INCREASED INTENSITY PLAN 
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Exhibit VI-21 


COMPARATIVE LAND USE SUMMARY 
RESIDENTIAL CONSTRUCTION 
CUPERTINO 
August, 1981 


Increased Intermediate 
Intensity Intensity Existing 
Plan Plan General Plan 

Existing/Approved 

Construction 19,010 19,010 Lg;-010 
Additional New 

Construction 720 re 600 
Additional Construction as 

% of Existing/Approved 4% 9% 3% 
Total Buildout, in 

square feet mr 19j720 20,730 19,610 


SOURCES: City of Cupertino Planning Department; 
Questor Associates. 
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Decreased 
Intensity 


Plan 


19,010 


400 


2% 


19,410 


ea 


Exhibit Vi-22 . 


ADDITIONAL CONSTRUCTION AS PERCENT OF EXISTING/APPROVED CONSTRUCTION 
RESIDETIAL CONSTRUCTION — CUPERTINO 1982 


| 


Increased 
Intensity Intensity General 


(%) 9 9% 


Intermediate Existing Decreased 
Intensity 


Plan Plan Plan Plan 


NOTE: PERCENTS CALCULATED ON THE NUMBER OF DWELLING UNITS. 
SOURCE; QUESTOR ASSOCIATES. 


Questor Associates 


ie Cupertino Employee Characteristics 


In order to more fully understand the housing impacts of 
increased development, Questor has addressed three questions 
which relate to housing demand and employment: 


How many of the employees currently working in 
Cupertino live within the City? 


How many workers are in the average household? 


Is there a supply of unemployed second wage 
earners in existing households? 


The answers to these questions are useful in clarifying the 
dynamics of the housing market in relation to employment 
growth. 


Employee Residences: Questor surveyed four employers in 
Cupertino to determine where their existing labor force 
lives, as shown in Exhibit VI-23. The number of employees 
who live in Cupertino as a percent of total work forces 
presently runs from a low of 7.6% to a high of 18.9%. The 
Majority, from 84% to 96%, live in Santa Clara County. The 
remainder are distributed throughout the County, although 
over half of the work force lives in the cities of San Jose, 
Santa Clara, and Sunnyvale. These ratios could be used by 
the City to develop reasonable goals for housing new em- 
ployees. The personnel officers explain, however, that many 
of their existing employees wish to live in Cupertino but 
cannot, due to 1) high housing prices and mortgage rates, and 
2) a near-zero vacancy rate among rental units. 


Workers Per Household: The most recent and reliable data on 
the number of workers per household in Santa Clara County was 
developed through a survey sponsored by the Santa Clara 
County Manufacturing Group (Exhibit VI-24). Based on a 
survey of the employees at five major Silicon Valley em- 
ployers, the number of workers per household ranges from a 
Vow of t.53 to a high of 1.70. Thus it would appear that a 
high number of Santa Clara County households already have two 
members working. These figures are substantiated by the 
shopping center survey performed by Belden Associates for the 
San Jose Mercury News, as noted in Section III above. Based 
on a survey of all women shoppers, 65% were employed either 
full time or part time. In Vallco, this percent was 76%, and 
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Exhipteeviccs 


DISTRIBUTION OF EMPLOYEES BY RESIDENCE 
CUPERTINO EMPLOYERS 
1981 


Company A Company B* Company C Company D** 


. 6% 18.9% LZe1% 
oe 


pen 
oe 


Cupertino 

Campbell 

Los Altos 

Los Gatos 

Milpitas 

Mountain View 

Palo Alto 

San Jose 

Saratoga 

Santa Clara 

Sunnyvale 

Other Santa Clara 
County 


to 
WOUN UH NMOKY WHY FO 

> 
ONUWMNONM FR WH W 
Fwooaoannh Nw Ue Co 


i 
OWWOW EAA AON A 


NVNFEWWUNYOCO RF 
ray UE 
FPUONNN RYN ENA 


wo 
co 
co 
© 


96. 


ray 


fotalasanta’ Glara 84. 87.1 


County 


San Mateo County 1 
Alameda County i! 
Santa Cruz County les 
Elsewhere 10% 


NH DO 
Or OW 
NR ON 
oN NO 


Total Non-Santa 15.0 bed 3.9 1253 
Clara County 


TOTAL 9929 100.1 100.0 100.0 


*Data is 1978 work force. 

**Information available for Cupertino and Santa Clara County only. 

NOTES: (1) Companies surveyed: Apple Computers (1,236 employees); 
Hewlett-Packard (2,820 employees); Measurex Corporation (684 
employees); Tandem Computers (1,091 employees). 


(2) Totals may not equal 100.0 due to rounding. 


SOURCE: Questor Associates. 
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Exhibit VI-24 


SURVEY OF WORKERS PER HOUSEHOLD 
SANTA CLARA COUNTY EMPLOYERS 


1979 

Santa Clara 

Firm Total Responses County Ratio 
United Technologies 735 1:63 
Syntex 749 1.64 
Hewlett Packard 1,184 1... 20 
GTE Sylvania 364 1.53 
American Microsystem 543 1.64 


SOURCES: The Santa Clara County Manufacturing Group, Vacant Land 
in Santa Clara County, 1980; 
Questor Associates. 


aL = 


; Bade ed eee 
Questor , Associates 


at El Paseo de Saratoga it was as high as 80%. These statis- 
tics, as presented in Exhibit VI-25, are an indication that 
the female labor force in Santa Clara County has a high 
participation rate. 


Supply of Second Wage Earners: Questor has also interviewed 


personnel officers of local Cupertino firms, as well as 
representatives from the Employment Development Department 
offices in Sunnyvale and San Jose. The consensus among those 
interviewed was that there exists an extreme labor shortage 
in Santa Clara County for all types of workers. It is dif- 
ficult to find a typist with a speed of over 50 words per 
minute, and those with computer experience are especially 
rare. Retail and general clerical workers, whose jobs nor- 
mally require a minimum of experience, are also in limited 


supply. 


Ze Housing Affordability 


Based on the above findings, Questor has concluded that the 
majority of new employees will have to come from residences 
outside of Cupertino. A small number of the new employees 
may come from households already living within the area, 
including some high school graduates and secondary wage 
earners. 


Based on this assumption, and using the required household 
incomes as developed in the affordability analysis, it is 
possible to identify the required worker composition of 
households needed to purchase or rent housing in Cupertino. 


Resales for both single-family homes and condominiums in 
Cupertino presently require a household income of between 
$50,000 and $70,000. The likely household types which could 
afford this housing are as follows: 


A household with a highly paid professional or 
administrative worker in conjunction with a 
highly paid clerical or retail worker; 


A household with two mid-range professional or 
administrative workers. 
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Exhibit y[I-25 


EMPLOYMENT STATUS OF WOMEN 
SANTA CLARA COUNTY SHOPPERS* 


1980 
Employed 
Shopping Centers Full~ or Part-Time 
All Women 65% 
Women Shoppers 67% 
Almaden Plaza 60 
Eastridge 68 
El Paseo de Saratoga 80 
Mayfield Mall 59 
Oakridge Mall 69 
Prune Yard 67 
San Antonio 69 
Stanford 85 
Stevens Creek Plaza Uf. 
Sunnyvale Town Center 80 
Vallco Fashion Park 76 
Valley Fair 15 
Westgate 65 


* Age 18 and older. 
SOURCES: San Jose Mercury News, Shopping Center 


Questor Associates. 
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New single-family homes in Cupertino presently require an 
income of between $80,000 and $175,000. The only househol : 
eligible for this type of housing would be those with 4 

least two highly paid professional or administrative workers. 


Apartments converted into condominiums constitute one of the 
Cheaper forms of housing in Cupertino at present, requiring 
an income of only approximately $30,000. Households which 
would be able to afford this type of housing are as follows: 


¥ One or two wage earner households, with the 
primary wage earner being a mid-range pro- 
fessional or administrative worker; 


? Two wage earner households, with each wage 
earner being a highly paid clerical or retail 
worker. 


Rental housing, although difficult to obtain because of low 
vacancy rates, is the most inexpensive source of housing in 
Cupertino at present. An income range of between $17,000 and 
$25,000 is necessary to occupy typical rental units in Cuper- 
tino. Such units could be afforded by single highly paid 
clerical and retail workers, and all professional and admin- 
istrative workers. 


In analyzing the impacts of new development in Cupertino on 
the housing market, it should be emphasized that the major 
determinant of housing affordability is the interest rate of 
home mortgages. The federal money supply has a much greater 
influence over a household's ability to buy a home in 
Cupertino than the increased housing demand resulting from 
additional employment. Therefore, while additional em- 
ployment will increase housing demand, it is unlikely that an 
up-zoning of land would result in lower housing prices 
market-wide. Higher density units, however, are generally 
more affordable due to lower land and construction costs. In 
addition, the ability of new employees to live in Cupertino 
will be a function, in part, of their incomes. Employers who 
wish to locate in Cupertino may be forced to pay higher 
salaries as a result. 


It would appear that only the relatively wealthy households 
with at least two wage earners will be able to have access 
to the Cupertino market. Although it is difficult to predict 
precise worker composition within households, it would appear 
that a small proportion of the total additional workers will 
be able to find housing in Cupertino. 
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Another impact of increased development on the housing market 
1s the number of housing units which research and development 
corporations in the City either rent or own. These units are 
held by employers to house newly transferred employees, sales 
personnel for training seminars, and visiting clients. The 
building of an additional large hotel in Cupertino would not 
reduce the demand for these units, since it is more cost- 
effective for these companies to own or rent housing units 
rather than to place the large number of visitors in hotel 
space. 


Based on a survey of existing Cupertino employers, Questor 
found that there was a ratio of one housing unit owned or 
rented by each employer for every 40 to 70 employees. When 
Chess tatlow.iS .applied.« to -the. number .of additional c= 
commercial workers which will be added under the four General 
Plan scenarios, a likely range of housing units which would 
be occupied by these firms can be derived. For example, 
under the existing General Plan, additional industrial and 
office space expansion would result in between 79 and 138 
housing units being occupied by these firms. These numbers 
are summarized in Exhibit VI-26. The City may wish to use 
these statistics to estimate the number of housing units a 
new employer would need to provide in order to mitigate 
housing market impacts. This concept, in addition to methods 
used by neighboring cities in dealing with this issue, is 
discussed in Section VIII of this report. 
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Exhibit VI-26 


LIKELY NUMBER OF HOUSING UNITS 
OCCUPIED BY EMPLOYERS DUE 
TO ADDITIONAL GROWTH 


CUPERTINO 
1981-1990 
Number of Number of 
Non-Commercial Housing 
eee OL Sel See _ Units _ 
Increased 
Intensity 
Plan a brea ats ie 245-430 
intermediate 
Intensity 
Plan 16,145 231-404 
Existing 
General 
Plan S750 79-138 
Decreased 
Intensity 
Plan S705 57-99 
NOTE: Based on a ratio of one housing unit owned or rented 
by employer in Cupertino per 40 to 70 employees, as 
determined by survey of existing employers. 
SOURCE: Questor Associates. 
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VII. FISCAL IMPACT ANALYSIS(1) 


This section of the report presents an assessment of the 
government costs and revenues associated with new development 
under the four growth scenarios being considered. This 
section 1s divided into five parts. The first part presents 
the general approach and method used to determine fiscal 
impact assessment. The broad general issues of doing a 
fiscal impact analysis are discussed, and the precise method 
utilized in Cupertino is outlined. The second part presents 
the estimated costs of the four development alternatives 
derived both quantitatively and from information obtained 
from interviews with key Cupertino service providers. Esti- 
mates of the revenues generated by new development are pre- 
sented in part three. Part four compares these costs and 
revenues for the four alternative scenarios, and part five 
identifies the implications of these estimates and makes 
several recommendations. 


Ax METHOD OF ANALYSIS 


Generally speaking, fiscal impact analysis is a projection of 
the direct governmental costs and revenues resulting from 


future residential and nonresidential growth. It does not 
gauge the broader social, economic, or environmental costs 
and benefits of growth. Fiscal impact analysis is exclu- 


sively oriented toward measuring direct fiscal impacts; it 
does not attempt to measure the more indirect or secondary 
impacts of growth on fiscal accounts. Identifying these 
subsequent impacts is difficult, and any estimates would be 
very speculative. Therefore, the more prudent and conser- 
vative approach, and the one taken in this analysis, is to 
focus only on direct fiscal impacts. Certain secondary 
impacts are probable such as the increased retail spending by 
new office workers. Such impacts, however, are implicitly 
included in the general expansion of Cupertino retail con- 
sidered under the various growth scenarios. 


Fiscal impact analysis’ is basically a “what if" kind of 
analysis. What would the current fiscal costs and revenues 
be if the community developed along the lines outlined in the 


(1) The Land Economics Group had the primary responsibility 
for preparing the fiscal impact analysis presented here, 
and acted in “an. advisory capacity for -the -entire -eco- 
momic analysis included in this report. 
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development alternatives? As such, it should be thought of 
aS a comparative analysis of several alternative plans in 
terms of their current fiscal costs and revenues. All dollar 
figures presented in this part are 1980 dollar amounts. 


abe General Issues 


The six methods used for assessing costs and revenues are: 


M The per capita multiplier; 
os The case study; 
2 The service standard; 


g The comparable city; 
2 The proportional valuation; and, 
4 The employment anticipation. 


Based on the types of development analyzed, data availability 
and resources, a combination of three of the six techniques 
was chosen for this analysis: the proportional valuation, 
the per capita multiplier, and the case study. A combination 
of techniques was warranted so that an assessment could be 
made of both residential and nonresidential developments and 
to gauge both the average and marginal costs of growth. 


Assessing the fiscal impacts of nonresidential development is 
difficult. Few localities maintain separate information of 
what it costs to provide industrial and commercial users with 
government services. Even with a detailed case study ap- 
proach, it is extremely difficult to get the managers and 
directors of local services to estimate what portion of their 
total operating budgets go to providing services to nonresi- 
dential users. 


The proportional valuation method is an outgrowth of the 
recognized difficulties of breaking down costs by user type. 
It is based on the relationship between the property values 
of particular types of users and the total property value of 
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the community. Fundamentally, the proportional valuation 
method assumes that the costs attributable to commercial 
properties in a community are equal to the share that the 
commercial properties represent of the total property valua- 
tion of the community. If, for example, one-fourth of the 
community's total property value is comprised of commercial 
property, then one-fourth of the community's fire safety 
costs are allocated to the commercial property. 


This approach 1s reasonable for governmental services that 
are property-oriented, such as fire safety, police protec- 


tion, and street maintenance. There is a consistent re- 
lationship between property values and the benefit derived 
from the services. However, the method does not work well 


for services oriented to people, such as schools and welfare. 
For these services, a per capita cost estimate 1s more ap- 
propriate. 


Pad The Proportional Valuation Method 


The proportional valuation method can be presented by a 
formula: 


is NV 
ME = MEW. x TV x= 


Total Existing Municipal Expenditures 


where ME 
Attributed to Nonresidential Uses 


E. = Total Municipal Expenditures 

NV = Nonresidential Value 

TV = Total Local Real Property Value 
C = Refinement Coefficient 


ME,, is easily determined from the Cupertino budget. NV and 
TV are from the Santa Clara County Assessor's Office. C, the 
refinement coefficient, requires some explanation. 


The proportional valuation method assumes that property 
values can be used to allocate municipal costs across types 
of properties. However, experience has shown that while the 
direction of cost allocation is relatively accurate, as the 
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average value of nonresidential property Shiite ag ens 
differs from the average value of all existing BECP CL uae e 
direct proportional allocation of costs tends to be eitner 
overstated or understated. 


The refinement coefficients, which are based on empirical 
testing(1), are used to adjust the cost allocations. 
Appendix C contains a graph from which the refinement 
coefficients are obtained. 


va Application to Cupertino 


To illustrate the formula, the following base data for Cuper- 
tino were used (all figures are from 1980): 


MEW. =$ 7,630,487 
NV = $ 85,955,020 
TV = $263,587 ,589 

C = 0.45 


The refinement coefficient is based on the ratio of the 
average nonresidential property assessed value to the average 
residential property assessed value. 


Average Nonresidential 


Property Value ep e253 ig SOS 47.3 
Average Residential 2,651 


Property Value 


This figure indicates that, on average, a nonresidential 
property in Cupertino is about 47 times as valuable as a 
residential one. This 47.3 figure is applied to the chart 
contained in Appendix C to determine the refinement coef- 
ficient of 0.45. This coefficient provides an adjustment for 
the problem which arises in direct proportional allocation of 
costs when the average value of nonresidential property 
Significantly differs from the average value of all property, 
as discussed above. 


(1) Conducted’ by, the. Center Sfore Urban “Policy. Research, 
Rutgers, New Jersey. 
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With the values for ME, NV, TV and C known, the formula can 
be solved for ME 


N° 
2 $ 85,955,020 
= pa ie ea oS Lue ait ett as 
MEy = $7,630,487 x Eppoeeeee x 0.45 
ME, = $1,119,736 


Therefore, as of 1980, the amount of total municipal expendi- 
tures attributed to nonresidential uses is $1,119,736. 


S:. Applying Proportional Valuation to Incremental Growth 


The next step in the proportional valuation method is to 
determine the incremental costs likely to occur if nonresi- 
dential development follows the patterns outlined in the four 
scenarios of increased intensity, intermediate intensity, 
existing plan, and decreased intensity. Before calculating 
incremental costs, it is necessary to determine the an- 
ticipated property values of the nonresidential development 
under each scenario. Exhibits VII-l, VII-2, VII-3 and VII-4 


present the estimates for each respective scenario. Gross 
i1ncome is calculated using estimated square footage and rent 
levels. Typical operating expenses are subtracted, and the 


resulting net annual income is translated into a market value 
using a capitalization rate. 


Using these estimates, the following formula was used to 
determine the costs likely to occur with the nonresidential 
development under each scenario: 


Proportion of new 


Costs assignable to Total municipal ; ; 
: ‘ ; ; nonresidential : 
the new nonresidential _ expenditures assigned a ae Refinement 
= : ; % facilities to total x wie 
development (for each to the nonresidential Fe Coefficient 
: local nonresidential 
scenario) Sector (51,5 119,736) 


real property value 


Once these costs assignable to the nonresidential growth for 
each scenario are determined, they are allocated across the 
City's various departments. This allocation is based on the 
1980 distribution of Cupertino services. The distribution of 
expenditures as of 1980-1981 is presented in Exhibit VII-5. 
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Exhibit VII-l 


ESTIMATE OF INCREASED NONRESIDENTIAL PROPERTY VALUE 
UNDER "INCREASED" DEVELOPMENT SCENARIO 
BY TYPE OF DEVELOPMENT 


Industrial Office _ Commerciale 
Gross Space C7 Say O10 DVAAS, a 25,5657 cee) 
Ci aSGenetkitnn) 
Rent/sq. Ft. /Yr. (2) S20 «30 S15..00 S207 30 
Net Sq.Ft./Gross 20.0 so2S ~o2> 
Sa.ht. 3) ; 
Gross Income $30 ,108,996 SICKO GeKO sale y/ IS 23; Ua ples 
Operating Expenses Sierpo2 7 724904) Sel 2 bo oC5) iS 54:93:67 c2Coy 
Annual Income S22 i500", 7-40 $18,181,798 Sl77510,346 
Capitalization Rate(7) 9.5% 8.75% Ses 
Market Value S2aupl 27000 DAL Nip eres in tops IATL 3192775447231 
Assessed Value(8) $58,425,650 $51,947,994 $48,136,070 


Total Assessed Value (Industrial, Office, Commercial): $159,5909,714 


(1) 


Assuming 640,000 square feet for hotel. 

Based on interviews with developers and County Assessor. 

Based on ratios at Vallco Park. 

25% of Gross Income. 

40% of Gross Income. 

25% of Gross Income. 

Based on interviews with realtors and appraisers in Santa Clara 
County. . 

Based on 25% of market value. 


SOURCE: The Land Economics Group. 
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Exhibit VII=2 


ESTIMATE OF INCREASED NONRESIDENTIAL PROPERTY VALUE 


Gross Space 
Cine $qi oct.) 


Rent oqg.Ft./ lr. (2) 
Net Sq.Ft./Gross 


So.e ts (3) 


Gross Income 


Operating Expenses 


Annual Income 


Capitalization Rate(7) 


Market Value 


Assessed Value(8) 


Total Assessed Value (Industrial, Office, 


(1) Assuming 640,000 square feet for hotel. 
(2) Based on interviews with developers and County Assessor. 


UNDER "INTERMEDIATE" 


Industrial 


1,835,441 


$10.80 
£00 


$19,822,763 

$ 4,955,691 (4) 

$14,867,072 
On5% 


$156,495,495 


$39,123,874 


(3) Based on ratios at Vallco Park. 


(4). 25% of Gross Income. 
(5) 40% of Gross Income. 
(6) 25% of Gross Income. 


Commercial): 


DEVELOPMENT SCENARIO 
BY TYPE OF DEVELOPMENT 


Office 


2,820,344 


$15.00 
825 


$34,901,757 

9 Sup Opals C9.) 

$20,941,054 
8.75% 


52597520; 551 


$597 6317583 


Commercial 


170339 7207 (i) 


$10.80 
$825 


$9,259,334 

$2,314,834 (6) 

$6,944,500 
92258 


$75,075,676 
$18,768,919 


$117,724,376 


(7) Based on interviews with realtors and appraisers in Santa Clara 


County. 


(8) Based on 25% of market value. 


SOURCE: The Land Economics Group. 
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ESTIMATE OF INCREASED NONRESIDENTIAL PROPERTY VALUE 
UNDER "EXISTING" DEVELOPMENT SCENARIO 
BY TYPE OF DEVELOPMENT 


etndustrialy  g s0ifice 9 Commereiet 

Gross Space oS Sno0 5007 227 3457022 

Grresa. ft.) 
ment, oa. ft./Yr. (1) 10.80 15-00 10.80 
Net Sq.Ft./Gross 00 2O25 a2 

Ssqsrt. (2) 
Gross Income $14,405,796 $6,191,547 S37, 07/a to 
Operating Expenses 3,001,449 (3) 2,476,619 (4) 16875535405) 
Annual Income $10,804,347 $3,714,928 S273 O07 OU 
Capitalization Rate(6) 9.5% 8.75% 9.25% 
Market Value $113,729,968 $42,456,520 S24, 925705 
Assessed Value(7) $28,432,492 $10,614,080 S67i25 700 6 
Total Assessed Value (Industrial, Office, Commercial): $45,277,948 
(1) Based on interviews with developers and County Assessor. 


) 
(2) Based on ratios at Vallico Park. 
) 25% of Gross Income. 

(4) 40% of Gross Income. 

(5) 25% of Gross Income. 

(6) Based on interviews with realtors and appraisers in Santa Clara 

County. 
(7) Based on 25% of market value. 


SOURCE: The Land Economics Group. 
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Exhibit VII-4 


ESTIMATE OF INCREASED NONRESIDENTIAL PROPERTY VALUE 
UNDER "DECREASED" DEVELOPMENT SCENARIO 
BY DX PE) OF* DEVELOPMENT 


Industrial Office Commercial 
Gross Space 998,670 3357827 (L375 478) 
(anmec. ot.) 
Rent/Sq.Ft./Yr. (1) 10.80 15.00 10.20 
Net Sq.Ft./Gross 1210.0 ~325 es Pae) 
Soel tae) 
Gross Income 310,785,630 34,155,359 poe Re re leF 
Operating Expenses 2,696,409 (3) 1,662,344(4) 28, 55405) 
Annual Income S70, 0UG0 228, S2r49se0LS (5.857.067 
Capitalization Rate(6) 9.5% 87 53 9.25% 
Market Value $85,149,758 $23,497,324 ($919,600) 
Assessed Value(7) S2L, 29/409 $7,124,329 ($229,900) 


Total Assessed Value (Industrial, Office, Commercial): $28,181,868 


(1) Based on interviews with developers and County Assessor. 

(2) Based on ratios at Vallco Park. 

(3) 25% of Gross Income. 

(4) 40% of Gross Income. 

(5) 25% 05 Gross Income. 

(6) Based on interviews with realtors and appraisers in Santa Clara 
County. 

(7) Based on 25% of market value. 


SOURCE: The Land Economics Group. 
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ExhsbiteyiIt-5 
DISTRIBUTION OF GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURES 


CITY OF -CUPERTANO 
1980 =21981 


Service Categories Expenditure Percent 


General Government Sy 2G pao 16.9 
Public Safety 2,466,967 32/3 
Public Works 273197435 sua 
Recreation and Culture 1,258,040 LGve5 
Debt Service 12,300 a Ks) 
General Trust Funds 126,250 eth 

$7,630,487 100.0 


SOURCE: The Land Economics Group. 
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4. Factoring in Residential Costs: The Per Capita Method 


In order to determine the total fiscal costs associated with 
each development scenario, we have also calculated the costs 
likely to occur as a result of additional residential de- 
velopment. These costs are determined for the following 
categories: 


General government; 

= Public safety; 

Public works; 

Recreation and culture; and, 


Fremont Union Schools and Cupertino School 
Distract: 


These costs .are estimated on a per capita basis. Using the 
1980-1981 budget estimate of $7,630,487 for total City expen- 
ditures, the residential expenditure component can be de- 
termined as follows: 


Total City Expenditures $7,630,487 
Less Nonresidential Component Tel LON 36 


Residential Component S655 10,751 


In per capita terms, the cost is estimated to be: 


20,970, 21 = $184.96 


ee 
" 


1980 population U.S. Census, 
Preliminary Count. 


A similar method is used to estimate school costs. Here we 
use per student cost estimates to determine the school cost 
estimates under each alternative. Student enrollment in- 
creases under each scenario are presented in Exhibit VII-6. 
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EBxhabitevii=-6 
STUDENT POPULATION GROWTH 


AND COST IMPACTS UNDER 
DEVELOPMENT SCENARIOS 


Scenarios 
Increased Intermediate Existing Decreased 


Fremont Union 


Student Population Growth 62 149 52 43 
Cupertino Union 

Student Population Growth 149 S5i 124 102 
TOTAL Student Population 2 506 176 145° 

Growth 


SOURCE: The Land Economics Group. 
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5. Using Per Capita Figures to Assess the Scenarios 


To estimate the anticipated residential cost component as- 
sociated with the increased population under each scenario, 
the per capita cost factor is multiplied by the increase in 
population. Exhibit VII-7 presents estimates of additional 
housing units and population growth for each development 
scenario. Cost estimates are presented below in Section B.2. 


6. Fine-tuning the Cost Estimates: Case Study Interviews 


An assumption underlying both the proportional valuation and 
the per capita cost estimation method is that marginal costs 
are equal to average costs. This will be the case only if 
the new development does not require the building of addi- 
tional municipal service facilities. For example, so long as 
additional high school students do not force the school 
district to build a new school, per capita average costs will 
accurately reflect the non-capital additional costs of 


schooling. However, if new students require that a new 
school be built, the average costs will underestimate the 
true fiscal costs. This is true because the average costs 


ignore the marginal costs of.building a new school. 


To avoid underestimating future costs, the major providers of 
public services were interviewed to determine how much excess 
Capacity is available and whether the growth forecasts under 
each scenario will create substantial marginal costs. Inter- 
views were conducted with representatives of the following 
agencies: 


m San Jose Water Works; 

3 Cupertino Sanitary District; 

3 California Water Services; 

3 Central Fire District; 

: Fremont Union High School District; and, 
: Cupertine School District. 
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GROWTH IN HOUSING UNITS AND 
POPULATION BY DEVELOPMENT 
SCENARIOS 


Scenarios 
Increased Intermediate Existing 


Housing Units Tao i PA 600 
Population 1,584 3,784 ase 
P7H 2220 2220 2.20 


SOURCE: The Land Economics Group. 
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Decreased 


400 
1,084 
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Te Estimating Revenues 


City revenues are estimated for the following sources: 


te) 


Property taxes; 
Sales tax revenues; 


Licenses, permits, interest earnings, fines 
and other revenues; and, 


Intergovernmental transfers. 


Property tax revenues are estimated on the basis of estimated 
increases in the assessed property base. Sales taxes are 
estimated on an historically determined per square foot rate 
of $1.1758, and the others are estimated according to a per 
capita, per house, or per employee base. 


Be COST ESTIMATES 


This section presents public sector expenditures resulting 
from growth permitted under each scenario. Costs are identi- 
fied for nonresidential and residential growth and for the 
two school districts. 


ite Nonresidential Cost Impacts 


Following the incremental, proportional valuation cost esti- 
mating formula outlined above, Exhibit VII-8 presents cost 
estimates of new nonresidential development for the four 
scenarios. These total nonresidential incremental costs can 
be allocated across Cupertino's main service categories and 
are presented in Exhibit VII-9. 
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Exhibit VII-8 


ESTIMATES OF NEW NONRESIDENTIAL FISCAL COSTS 
FOR THE FOUR DEVELOPMENT SCENARIOS 


Incremental Non- Total Municipal Expendi- Proportion of New Nonresidential Refinement 
residential Fiscal = tures Assigned to the x Facilities to Total Nonresiden- x Coefficient* 
Scenario Costs Impacts Nonresidential Sector tial Real Property Value (from Appendix C) 

Increased $416,542 $1,119,736 $159 ,509,714 (1.86) 0.20 
$85,955,020 ; 

Intermediate $352,829 $1,119,736 $117,724, 376 (1.37) Oe23 
$85,955,020 . 

Existing $136,496 $1,119,736 $45,277,948 (0.53) 0.23 
$85,955,020 F 

Decreased $96,073 $1,119,736 $28,181,868 (0.33) 0.26 
$85,955,020 ' 


* Since the increment will not come as one project, the refinement coefficient has been adjusted to reflect 
multiple projects. We assumed that 30 projects would be built under both the "Increased" and "Intermediate" 
scenarios, and 10 projects under both the "Existing" and "Decreased" scenarios. These assumptions are based 
on historical development trends and the likely square footage within a single project. 


SOURCE: The Land Economics Group. 


Exhibit VII-9 


ESTIMATED INCREMENTAL NONRESIDENTIAL FISCAL 
COSTS BY SERVICE CATEGORY AND 
DEVELOPMENT SCENARIOS* 


Scenario 
Service Category Increased Intermediate Existing Decreased 
General Government S472 413 Sa61439.2 S 23ha7.50 ST6 008 
Public Safety 1397225 117,845 45,590 32,088 
Public Works 134,127 TLS, GLE 43,952 30,936 
Recreation and Culture TU pone 59 oS 23,204 LG; os2 
TOTAL $416,542 $352,829 $136,496 $96,073 


* Debt service and general trust funds excluded. Estimates are in 
1980 dollars. 


SOURCE: The Land Economics Group. 
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2s Residential Component Costs 


Next, residential development related growth costs can be 
calculated. As indicated above in Section A.4, per capita 
costs associated with residential development are estimated 
to be $184.96. As illustrated in Exhibit VII-7, population 
under the increased, intermediate, existing, and decreased 
development scenarios are anticipated to be 1,584, 3,784, 
1,320, and 1,084, respectively. Total residential component 
costs by service category and scenario are presented in 
Exhibit VII-10. 


Sim School District ‘Costs 


School costs are estimated based on anticipated student 
population growth, as presented in Exhibit VII-6. Per pupil 
costs are $2,527 for the Cupertino School District and $2,457 
for the Fremont Union High School District. School costs for 
both districts are presented in Exhibit VII-1ll. 


4. Combined Cost Estimates 


The overall municipal and school district costs likely to be 
generated by growth under the four scenarios are presented in 
Exhibit VII=-12. Total cost impacts are estimated to range 
from $2.3 million for the intermediate scenario, to $1.2 for 
the increased, $0.8 million for existing and $0.7 for the 
decreased plan scenarios. The intermediate scenario is 
substantially greater than any of the others, and appears to 
be due largely to the greater schooling costs associated with 
its large housing development component. Howeve,r before 
comparing the revenues for each scenario, a review of the 
interviews with the City's major service providers is 
warranted. 


Be Interviews with Service Providers 


During October 1981, a letter was sent to agencies providing 
major public services to Cupertino including water, sewers, 
fire safety and schools. The letter reviewed the potential 
development likely to occur under the alternatives, the 
location of such development, and the estimated costs of 


providing services. Each agency was asked to review our 
estimates. 
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ESTIMATED INCREMENTAL RESIDENTIAL FISCAL 
COSTS BY SERVICE CATEGORY 
AND DEVELOPMENT SCENARIO* 


Scenario 


service Category** Increased Intermediate Existing” Decreased 


General Government $ 50,978 S27 ou $ 42,482 $ 34,886 
Public Safety 97,854 2337703 81,545 66,966 
Public Works 94,339 225,364 78,615 64,560 
Recreation & Culture 49,806 LLS4982 41-7505 34,085 

TOTAL $292,917 $699,889 $244,147 $200,497 


* Debt service and general trust funds excluded. Estimates in 1980 
dollars. 

** Allocation across budget categories is based on historical distri- 
butions. 


SOURCE: The Land Economics Group. 
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ESTIMATED INCREMENTAL SCHOOL COST IMPACTS 
BY DEVELOPMENT SCENARIO* 


Scenario 
School District Increased Intermediate Existing Decreased 


Fremont Union $152,334 S. «366/093 $1277764 3.5205, 651 


Cupertino SAG poe 3 90277139 313,348 257,754 
TOTAL S326. 10.0 7 slp 2Oe pecs $441,112 $363,405 


* All figures in 1980 dollars. Figures are based upon per 
pupil costs of both districts multiplied by the number of 
students generated under each scenario. 


SOURCE: The Land Economics Group. 
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ESTIMATED INCREMENTAL COST IMPACTS 
BY SERVICE CATEGORY AND SCENARIO* 


Nonresidential Impact 


General Government 

Public Safety 

Public Works 

Recreation & Culture 
TOTAL 


Residential Impact 


General Government 

Public Safety 

Public Works 

Recreation & Culture 
TOTAL 


Combined Impacts 


General Government 

Public Safety 

Public Works 

Recreation & Culture 
TOTAL 


School District Impacts 


Fremont Union 
Cupertino Schools 
TOTAL 


TOTAL Municipal and 
School Impact: 


* In 1980 dollars. 


SOURCE: 


Increased 
$ Veyais 
139,125 
Loa] B22 

V0 Oe 

S pates542 
> 50,978 
97,854 
94,339 
__ 49, 806 
Sie 29 2 ow. 
Sito. 4G 
236,979 
228,466 
T2207 6u5 

Sr 209035159 
S i52783¢4 
39.65 925 
Pe Row, 


$1,238,376 


The Land Economics Group. 
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Scenario 
Intermediate Existing 
$ 61,392 Seas DO 

Dg ets he 45,590 
esr oe 43,952 
59,981 2577204 

on 3527329 $136,496 
SB ht ise jal 3 142),.48:2 
233,763 817545 

22 oo Oe io, oLs 

miss A: Bee We 41,505 
$756.99, 8389 $244,147 
Sue SoS SOGpese 
3517608 i AF or IZ 
33879575 sere apo sye/ 
178,962 64,709 
$i7052;/2us $380,643 
$ 366,093 S127 7764 
bb 9027 139. 953135348 
51, 2607222 S44. i Li 
S8247755 


Decreased 


S L6y7L) 
32,088 
30,936 
LG, oe 

3 96,075 


$ 34,886 
66,966 
64,560 
34,085 

$200,497 


S: 517.603 
99,054 
935,496 
50,417 

$296,570 


$105,651 
257,754 
$363,405 


36597975 
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During the week of October 19, 1981, each agency was tele- 
phoned to discuss our estimates and the potential impacts of 
development on service delivery and cost.(1) These inter- 
views serve as a cross-check for the cost and revenue esti- 
mates calculated above. The interviews were informative and 
revealed service areas where substantial marginal costs may 
result from additional growth. The results of the interviews 
are outlined below. 


a. Water Service — Both the San Jose Water Works 
(a private company) and the California Water 
Service Company indicated that they were 
capable of accommodating additional develop- 
ment without substantial marginal costs. 
Since both agencies require developers to 
front-end capital costs, any incremental 
growth will "pay its own way". Developers 
recapture their costs through hookup fees and 
charges. In the case of the San Jose Water 
Works, developers have been recapturing costs 
in about 10 years. 


In cases where infrastructure is needed over 
and above what can be paid for by developers, 
e.g., lift stations, the agencies can issue 
revenue bonds to finance infrastructure. Fees 
for water can be adjusted to amortize these 
bonds. 


Neither agency believed that they would have 
difficulty meeting additional water needs as 
long as there was no radical departure from 
regional water system capital plans. 


| se Cupertino and Fremont Union School Districts = 


Both districts continue to experience de- 
clining enrollments and neither foresees any 
problem meeting additional school enrollment 
generated by development. Given state pay- 
ments to districts for average daily atten- 
dance, the schools break even on their opera- 
ting costs. 


cape Central Fire District — Unlike water services 
and schools; the Central Fire District 16 inva 
severe financial bind. The slow budget growth 
inflicted by the passage of Proposition 13 has 


(1) See Appendix A for a list of respondents. 
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TOVCeGm Cnes District to ecut, its yoverdating 
levels. Operating costs have risen faster 
than the budget, so employment and recurring 
expenses have been cut back. 


No new capital expansion projects are planned 
except for ~a@ project in the Seven Springs 
area. Additional development has been handled 
from existing stations and is likely to be in 
the future. 


In terms of Cupertino's additional development, 
without the infusion of considerable financial 
resources to fund additional firefighting 
personnel and equipment, the level and quality 
of service will § suffer. The? ebistrict== as 
particularly worried about high-rise develop- 
ment, since it means a need for more equipment 
and more manpower. 


During December, 1981 several meetings were 
held between Cupertino planning staff and 
Central ~Fire,. Procection , District. sstari. to 
determine the service load and cost impacts of 
the alternative development scenarios, es- 
pecially the high-rise structures likely to be 
built under the increased intensity scenario. 
A letter to the City Manager, from the Acting 
Chief of the Central Fire Protection District, 
outlines the necessary adjustments fire 
services must make if the high-rise structures 
are to be maintained. 


it the increased intensity development 
scenario is achieved the Central Fire District 
will need to increase its staff by 15 fire- 
fighters adding (at 1981-1982 rates) $773,000 
to annual costs. Additional capital equipment 
and training needed are: a new station or 
major renovation of the Cupertino station, a 
new 1,500 gallon-per-minute pumper, miscel- 
laneous equipment, and high-rise fire. fighting 
training. These costs total $945,000. 


The Central Fire Prevention District's total 
incremental costs are estimated oO be 
S778, 000. The letter outlining these costs 
is contained in Appendix D. 


The respondent thought that a one-time capital 
charge or fee would be helpful, but what is 
really needed is a perpetual fee arrangement 
to help the Fire District maintain an adequate 
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level of service. Setting such fees will be 
complicated, since about two-thirds of the 
District's calls are to residential clients; 
assessing high fees on new commercial and in- 
dustrial development raises problems about the 
fairness of taxes across users. 


d. Cupertino Sanitary District — Officials of the 
Cupertino Sanitary District have indicated that 
the present capacity of their interceptor sewer 
is’ sufficient to handle the effluent likely to 
be generated under the increased intensity 
scenario. Some internal improvements may be 
needed, but these changes are not expected to 
generate extraordinary costs. 


e. Summary of Interviews — Major capacity bottle- 
necks for water and sewer services do not appear 
to be a problem at the present time. However, 
fire treatment constraints are imminent and are 
likely to raise substantially the incremental 
COoSsces  y(CLr) 


Sx REVENUE ESTIMATES 


The revenues associated with the development scenarios in- 
clude property taxes, sales taxes, licenses, permits and 
other fees, charges, fines and subventions. Property taxes 
are based on incremental property value changes. Sales taxes 
are estimated on the basis of sales taxes per square foot of 
additional retail space. Other revenue sources are based on 
historical per capita rates. Exhibit VII-13 presents incre- 
mental revenues. 


Combined property assessment, both residential and nonresi- 
dential (at full market value), are assumed to increase by 
9710 ,038, 8649 56225897 ,504,- S313,J11,792,. and .S237,0677 472 
for the increased, intermediate, existing and decreased 
development scenarios.(2) The property taxes are based on a 
full 1% levy, of which the City receives 2%. 


(1) The problems of fire protection are acute since revenue 
bonds cannot be floated to cover increased costs. 

(2) Commercial, industrial and office values are from Ex- 
Hrbits Vili~1, Viltl=2 Vill=3 and Vili Residential 
values" are: “57270000007 S172, 000,000, sloe, 0007000 mand 
$124,660,000, respectively for the increased, inter- 
mediate, existing, and decreased scenarios. 
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Exhibit VilI-13 


ESTIMATED INCREMENTAL REVENUE IMPACTS 


Municipal Revenues 


Property Taxes 

Sales Taxes 

Other Revenues 

Intergovernment Transfers 
TOTAL Municipal 


School District Revenues 
General 
Bonds 
TOTAL School 


TOTAL Municipal and School 


SOURCE: 


Increased 


> 142,000 
3771337800 
1,486,100 


91,900 


$4,853,800 


3279.1 5 000 


828,900 


$3,803,900 


$8,657,700 


The Land Economics Group. 
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Scenario 

Intermediate Existing 
Seo U S 62,600 
L, 2215300 405,700 
1 »2./6,,000 436,800 
219,500 76,600 

82 045,900 S, 981,./00 
$2,693,700 Sesh oO) 
750,600 365,600 
$3,444,300 S1l76/ 775600 
$6,290,200 $27,659. 7200 


_Decreased 


$ 47,500 
(15,800) 
274,500 

62,900 

$ 369,100 


$ 994,700 
PM MPS 8 
$1,271,800 


$1,640,900 


Peas a ee 
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Exhibit VII-13 illustrates that both the increased Tree 
termediate development scenarios generate substantia 
revenues. (1) 


Due to Proposition 13, transferred property is assessed ata 
new, higher value. It may be true that residential prop~ 
erties may turn-over more rapidly than commercial properties; 
if so, the tax burden may shift from the owners of commercial 
properties to the owners of residential properties. In 
addition, Proposition 13 reduces the overall rate of growth 
in the tax base relative to what could have been expected 
without the passage of this law. 


D. COMPARISON OF FISCAL COSTS AND REVENUES 


Exhibit VII-14 presents both the estimated costs and revenues 
for the four development scenarios. The comparison of 
revenues and costs indicates that while all alternative 
generate a surplus of revenues after costs are subtracted, 
the increased intensity scenario is by far the most "prof- 
itable" to the city. Even after subtracting out the costs of 
additional fire protection enumerated in the Fire District's 
letter, of $1,718,000, the increased intensity plan still 
shows a large surplus of $5,701,300. 


The other scenarios generate fiscal surpluses for both the 
City and the school districts, and they, like the increased 
intensity scenario, would be fiscally advantageous. The 
substantial fiscal surplus likely to be created by the in- 
creased development alternative warrants that it be given 
primary consideration in subsequent planning and policy 
research. 


However, just because the increased intensity alternative 
generates the largest fiscal surplus does not justify it as 
the best alternative. Other important planning considera- 
tions should also serve as criteria for assessing the future 
merit of this alternative, such as the environmental, social 
and broad-scale economic impacts. These considerations are 
addressed and recommendations made in the section below. 


(1) As a cross-check on these estimates of costs and re- 
venues, budgets for five cities of similar population 
size were compared with Cupertino. These budgets are 
contained in Appendix E. 
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Combined School 
Districts 


Combined Municipal 
and School 
TOTAL REVENUES 
TOTAL COSTS 


BALANCE 


Exhibit VII-14 


COMBINED INCREMENTAL COST AND RESERVE ESTIMATES 


FOR THE FOUR DEVELOPMENT SCENARIOS 


Increased 


$4,853,800 


709, 500 


$4,144, 300 


$3,803,900. 


528,900 


35, 2/05, U00 


$8,657,700 
1, 238, 400 


$7,419,300 


Source: The Land Economics Group. 


Intermediate 


$2,845,900 


052,700 


$1,793,200 


$3,444,300 
1,268, 200 


$2,176, 100 


$4, 290, 200 


2,320,900 


$3,969,300 
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Existing 
$981,700 
380,600 


$601,100 


$1,677,000 


441,100 


$1,236,400 


$2,659, 200 


821,700 


$1,837,500 


Decreased 
$369,100 
296,600 


Sas2, 900 


S17 471, 800 


363, 400 


$ 908,400 


$1,640,900 


660,000 


9° 6980, 900 


Questor Associates a a an 
inne IMPLICATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 


While the increased intensity scenario generates the greatest 
fiscal surplus, both it and the intermediate and existing 
plan alternatives constitute fiscally usable alternatives. 


ig Implications 


The key issues of environmental, social and urban design 
impacts left untouched by this study should play a crucial 
role in helping the City select the most desirable course of 
action. Major service capacity constraints pertaining to 
adequate fire protection also appear imminent and are 
critical issues that warrant careful assessment by the City's 
Planning Department. : 


Related to these capacity and service quality issues is a 
more fundamental question: How will services be financed in 
the future? What kinds of fees, charges and extractions can 
best be implemented equitably and efficiently to fund public 
services? 


Bie Recommendations 


Questor Associates recommends that the City of Cupertino: 


° Focus on the increased intensity and in- 
termediate plan scenarios and assess the broad 
environmental, social and urban design impacts 
Of both; 


Convene a meeting of agencies providing ser- 
vices and pinpoint the likely marginal costs 
and delivery problems of servicing development 
under the increased and existing scenarios; 


and, 
: Establish a public/private task force of 
department heads, developers and business 


executives to consider how to finance new 
infrastructure and services. 
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VIII. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 


The preceding sections of this report have presented an 
in-depth analysis of the market and fiscal impacts associated 
with the three versions of the Cupertino General Plan pres- 
ently under consideration. This final section is 1). a -sum- 
mary of the conclusions reached in the above analysis, and 
2) a series of recommendations concerning steps which the 
City might take to mitigate negative impacts. 


The market forces which influence land use decisions do not 
function in isolation. For example, the extent and intensity 
of residential development has a strong impact on retail 
demand; similarly, office and industrial development impacts 
residential demand. Thus, the various markets examined in 
this report form a dynamic, interactive framework within 
which land use decisions are made. Ultimately, “the City sof 
Cupertino must amend the General Plan to achieve policy 
objectives in light of these market patterns and trends. 


Pe. RETAIL MARKET CONCLUSIONS 


The level of commercial development permitted under the 
existing and intermediate intensity General Plan scenarios 
both have a high degree of market feasibility. The com- 
mercial build-out of over 2 million square feet allowed under 
the increased intensity plan, however, would appear to be 
difficult to support given the projected levels of population 
and employment growth. 


The major negative impacts of commercial expansion in Cuper- 
tino would largely fall on centers outside the City. With 
respect to specific shopping centers, the expansion of Vallco 
Fashion Park in particular would have a negative impact on 
Sunnyvale Town Center and the Valley Fair/Stevens Creek 
project. «Local ,Cupertino retailers; most.likely tobe, nega- 
tively impacted by an expansion of Vallco Fashion Park would 
be specialty stores that sell goods similar to those of 
Valleo, such as the high fashion apparel stores found’ in 
several centers along Stevens Creek Boulevard. 


Questor's analysis indicates that between 400,000 and 500,000 
square feet of commercial space can be absorbed over the next 
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five years. During the mid-1980s, a re-evaluation of the 
retail market should be performed to determine the extent of 
additional demand which might occur due to employment and 
population growth. 


Questor also recommends that the retail viability OL the 
Crossroads-Town Center area could be enhanced by encouraging 
mixed-use developments. Office and residential developments 
of a relatively high density within walking distance of 
retail stores could serve to create a healthy retail en- 
vironment in this area. Depending upon the amount of res- 
taurant and entertainment facilities built on the Vallco 
property, the Town Center area could specialize in these 
retail sectors. 


B. OFFICE MARKET CONCLUSIONS 


Demand for office space in Cupertino is expected to be strong 
throughout the 1980s; thus, all four General Plan scenarios 
are feasible in terms of market criteria. To avoid a tempo- 
rary oversupply in the office space market, however, Questor 
would recommend that no more than 400,000 square feet be 
marketed in any one year. 


Gs INDUSTRIAL MARKET CONCLUSIONS 


Demand for research and development space in Cupertino is 
also expected to be strong during the 1980s; thus, all four 
General Plan scenarios have a high degree of market feasi- 
bility. Questor recommends that the City encourage buildings 
of at least two stories in height to allow a more efficient 
use of land. To avoid a temporary oversupply of industrial 
space, however, Questor recommends that no more than one 
industrial building be brought on the market within a two- to 
three-month period. The City should encourage the use of 
pre-leasing techniques, as opposed to speculative building. 
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De HOUSING MARKET CONCLUSIONS 


The vast majority of new employees will likely come from 
residences outside Cupertino. Only those households with two 
wage earners of relatively high incomes are likely to be able 
to afford housing within the City. While demand for housing 
in Cupertino Will increase as a result of additional employ- 
ment; Tt is unlikely that this increased demand will be a 
significant factor in determining the cost of housing in the 
City. The price of houses and rent levels are more likely to 
be affected by 1) the federal money supply, and 2) the wages 
paid by “silicon Valley employers to new employees. 


The increased employment will aggravate, however, the 
exlsting imbalance between jobs and housing in Santa Clara 
County. Based on 1979 data, the Santa Clara County Manu- 
facturing Group projected a net housing unit shortfall of 
61,667 dwelling units by 1990. In the absence of a metro- 
politan government, it would appear that each city would have 
to take responsibility for providing some housing in conjunc- 
tion with new jobs. It should be emphasized, however, that 
this decision is more a question of public policy rather than 
strict economic analysis. The large percentage of Cuper- 
tino's land which is already devoted to housing, and the past 
efforts of certain employers and developers to encourage 
housing production, may be factors taken into consideration 
in determining such policy. 


Since the policy objectives concerning this issue have yet to 
be formulated by the City, it is not possible to recommend 


specific mitigation measures. Questor believes that the 
housing market data presented in this report will be useful 
in refining these policies. In addition, Questor has in- 


vestigated the techniques used by neighboring cities in Santa 
Clara County in approaching this problem. Methods used in 
Palo Alto and Sunnyvale are presented below. Both cities 
require some form of housing mitigation measures under the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 


Palo Alto requires that developers of all new buildings or 
expansions to buildings of over 50,000 square feet are re- 
quired to pay $1 per square foot as a contribution toward 
housing mitigation. This money goes into a housing fund 
administered by Palo Alto's nonprofit housing corporation. 

Most of these funds are then used in Palo Alto's land banking 
program, in which the City buys land for the construction, of 
below market rate housing. 
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Sunnyvale requires housing mitigation measures from develop- 
ers of industrial projects which have an employee density of 
over 45 persons per acre, a number based on the average 
employee density currently existing in the City. Employers 
must provide housing in one of four ways: 


a Provide additional housing in a mixed-use 
context on the development site; 


i Provide additional housing units on a site 
different from that of the original devel- 
opment site; 


¥e Pay a fee, based on a formula explained 
below; or 


< Propose alternative form of housing miti- 
gation. 


The formula which determines the housing mitigation fee in 
Sunnyvale is as follows: 


Housing Miti- 


Excess employment + 1.78 x .64 x $5,000 = gation Fee 


The excess employment is equal to the number of employees 
over the limit of 45 employees per acre. The 1.78 figure is 
the Sunnyvale Planning Department's estimation of the number 
of employed residents per household. The .64 figure is the 
approximate percent of the households in the County earning 
less than 130% of the median County household income. The 
$5,000 figure is equal to the existing level of per-unit 
contribution made by the City in the Block Grant-funded 
Housing Incentive Fund. There, the level of effort by the 
City and by private developers is nominally the same. 


The Housing Incentive Fund (HIF) is available to developers 
who elect to build housing affordable to lower income house- 
holds, typically rental housing. The purpose of the HIF is 
to help make affordable housing projects economically feas- 
ible to build. Money from the new housing fund is used to 
pay selected per-unit costs associated with the construction 
of below market rate units in approved housing projects, such 
as sanitary sewer connection fees, water main connection 
fees, and park dedication fees. Since this ordinance was 
passed only in September 1981, it has not as yet been used in 
a specific case. 
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The city has not established a formula for the number of 
housing units which a developer must build. This number is 
negotiated on a case-by-case basis, and is judged by a "good 
faith effort" criterion. Such development requires a Special 
Use Permit, and cases are considered by both the Planning 
Commission and the City Council. 


As a further example of a possible housing mitigation mea- 
sure, Questor has calculated the typical number of housing 
units owned or rented by employers for the purpose of housing 
visiting sales personnel and clients as explained in Sec- 
tion VI. This ratio is approximately one housing unit per 40 
to 70 employees; such a ratio could be refined through a 
comprehensive survey of Cupertino employers and employed in a 
housing mitigation formula. 


Ee FISCAL IMPACT CONCLUSIONS 


The increased intensity plan generates the largest fiscal 
surplus. This fact alone, however, does not justify it as 
the best alternative. To further refine the fiscal impact 
analysis, it is recommended that a meeting of agencies pro- 
viding services be convened to pinpoint the likely marginal 
costs and delivery problems of servicing development under 
the increased and existing scenarios. A public/private task 
force of department heads, developers, and business execu- 
tives should be established to consider how to finance new 
infrastructure and services. 


ee, POLICY IMPLICATIONS 


All four of the General Plan scenarios are feasible in terms 
Of market: and fiscal criteria, with the exceptionof 1) the 
level of commercial development permitted under the increased 
intensity alternative. The percent increases over existing 
levels for each of the four types of land use are summarized 
50 tony cro wl sb poh gO — al 


Several key issues which must enter into the City's decision 
in selecting an appropriate General Plan are not covered in 
this report. These issues include: 
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ADDITIONAL CONSTRUCTION AS PERCENT OF 
1982 
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SOURCE: QUESTOR ASSOCIATES. 
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Environmental concerns; 

Social policy objectives; 

Urban design criteria; and 

Transportation impacts. 

As a result, Questor encourages the City of Cupertino to 
consider the results of this study in light of the varied 
concerns which influence land use planning. Only by con- 


sidering the full impacts of the three General Plan scenarios 


can the City make an informed decision concerning the future 
of Cupertino. 
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LIST OF CONTACTS 


A Clean Well-Lighted Place for Books: Mr. John Wiechman, 
Manager (The Oaks) 


Apple Computer, Inc.: Ms. Gail Van den Berg, Human Resources 


Aulik & Associates: Ms. Lynn Hansen, Marketing Agent for 
Stanford Shopping Center 


Bottom Line Footwear: Ms. Myrna Undajon, Owner (The Crossroads) 
California Employment Development Department: Ms. Ricka Pirani, 
Santa Clara County 
Statistician 
California Employment Development Department: Ms. Dorothy Stevens, 
Placement Supervisor, 
Sunnyvale Office 
California Water Service Company: Mr. Al Stregger, District Manager 
Capitol Square Shopping Center: Ms. Karen Kaiser, Management 
Central Fire District: Mr. Ron Moore 


Coldwell Banker: Mr. Drew Arvay, Research and Development 
Properties 


Coldwell Banker: Mr. Jerry E. Moison, Industrial Properties 


CPS Associates: Mr. Mike Michaels, Research and Development 
Properties 


Cupertino Chamber of Commerce: Mr. Frank Mulkern, Executive 
Director 


Cupertino Sanitary District: Mr. Bill McBee 

Cupertino School District: Ms. Carol Waters 

Cushman & Wakefield: Mr. Fred Rubio, Office Space Leasing Agent 
Cushman & Wakefield: Ms. Gloria Edwards, Office Space Leasing Agent 


Cushman & Wakefield: Mr. Bill Huidt, Research and Development 
Properties 


Eastridge Mall: Ms. Sibyl Kellner, Manager 


ello 
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Project Manager for 


ats bore te : Mr. Wayne Finley, 
Ernest J. Ha ompany yn Valiey Fair Expansion 


Ernest J. Hahn Company: Mr. John Gilchrist, Marketing 
Fremont Union High School District: Mr. George Jacobson 
Gifts Unique: Ms. Pat Dooley, Manager (The Oaks) 


Grosvenor Properties: Mr. Frank Juszczyk, Research and Development 
Properties 


Hare, Brewer, and Kelley, Inc.: Mr. Dan Hale, Leasing Agents, 
(The Crossroads ) 


Hewlett-Packard: Mr. Wallace A. Klingman, Facilities Manager 
Kathy's World Jewelers: Ms. Katherine Bullier, Manager (The Oaks) 
Kessler's: Mr. Harris Kessler, Mr. John Kessler (The Crossroads ) 
Lincoln Properties: Mr. Burch Boone (Town Center North project) 
Litronix, Inc.: Ms. Darlene Jack, Personnel 

Loral Wigs: Ms. Lori Miller, Owner (The Crossroads) 


Mayfield Mall: Mr. Dan Zahm, Marketing and Promotion 


MacMillan, Moore and Buchanan, Inc.: Ms. Wendy Kirst, 
Office Leasing Agent 
Measurex Corp.: Mr. William Guengerich, Employment Relations 
Manager 


Mervyn's: Mr. Bill McQuaid, Marketing 

Monta Vista Hardware: Mr. Don Bettisworth (Stephens Creek Blvd. ) 
REE Mall: Mr. Ed Sothcott, Marketing and Promotion 
Optically Speaking: Ms. Catherine Wang, Manager (The Oaks ) 
Peninsula Times Tribune: Mr. Jeff Rogers, Marketing Department 


Pier 1 Imports: Ms. Karen Tully, Assistant Manager (The 
Crossroads ) 


Saint Tropez Dress Shop: Ms. Caroline Schumacher, Manager 
(The Oaks) 


San Antonio Shopping Center: Mr. Gary Johnson, Marketing and 
Promotion 
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San Jose Chamber of Commerce: Ms. Cheryl Spear, Industrial Parks 
Statistician 


San Jose Mercury News: Mr. George Owens, Marketing Research 
Director 


San Jose Water Works: Mr. Fred Myer 


Santa Clara County Planning Department: Mr. Dave Minister, 
Transportation Planner 


Santa Clara County Planning Department: Mr. John Logothetti, 
Planner 


Sears: Mr. Dick House, Manager 
Sophia's Fashions: Ms. Sophia Nelson, Owner (The Oaks) 


Stanford Shopping Center: Mr. Christopher Schardt, Assistant 
General Manager 


Straw Hat Pizza: Mr. John Lowe, Manager 
Sun 'n Soil Natural Foods: Mr. Alan Roth, Owner (The Crossroads) 


Sunnyvale Town Center: Ms. Laurie Seales, Marketing and 
Promotion 


Tandem Computers, Inc.: Ms. Janet L. Skadden, Personnel 
The Paper Doll: Ms. Marilyn Morales, Owner (The Crossroads ) 
Timex: Ms. Jan Vance, Personnel 

Vallco Park: Mr. Walter P. Ward, General Manager 

Vallco Park: Mr. Burrel Leonard, President 

Vallco Park: Mr. Will W. Lester, Vice President 


Vallco Park: Mr. Charles E. Newman, Manager, Leasing and 
Development 


Westgate Shopping Center: Ms. Terri Pappin, General Manager 


Y. T. Limited Dress Shop: Ms. Yvonne Twidwell, Manager (The Oaks) 
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REFINEMENT COEFFICIENTS FOR THE PROPORTIONAL VALUATION FISCAL IMPACT METHOD 


Average Nonresidential to 


Average Local Property 
(upper band) 


Incremental Nonresidential 
to Average Nonresidential 
Property (lower band) 


1 5 10 50 100 500 1000 5000 


Relative Proportion of Real Property Value 
(1 time, 10 times, 100 times, 1000 times, etc.) 


Source: Case Studies of Nonresidential Impact—Rutgers University, Spring, 1977. 


10,000 


“a ikea aes « (uestor Associates 


APPENDIX D 


Appendix D 


CENTRAL FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT 
3071 DRIFTWOOD DRIVE 
SAN JOSE, CA 95128-4499 
SINCE 1947 (408) 378 4019 
. 19 April 1982 


SERVICE 


Robert S. Cowan Wee 
Assistant Planning Director ESR) es 
City of Cupertino 

10300 Torre Avenue 

Cupertino, CA 95014 


Dear Mr. Cowan: 
This letter is in response to your request for the Central Fire 


Protection District's input into the City of Cupertino's General Plan 
Amendment Study. Specifically, you requested information on the Central 


oe Fire Protection District's present service capability and their 


projections on the cities fire protection needs when it reaches build 
out with a population of 50,000. You further requested that we expand 
our fire service projections to include those changes brought about by 
the introduction of high-rise structures within the city. 


PRESENT 


The Central Fire Protection District presently provides a full range 
of fire protection services to four cities (Cupertino, Los Gatos, Monte Sereno, 
and half of Saratoga) and the unincorporated areas adjacent to those cities. 
The District has 135 personnel who maintain a network of eight fire stations 
and staff nine Class A fire pumpers and two ladder trucks. All personnel 
are trained to EMT-FS standards in order to carry out their emergency 
medical responsibilities. The District responded to a total of 4,392 alarms 
in calendar year 1981. OQne thousand four hundred and twenty two of those 


(~~ alarms were within the City of Cupertino. 


Central Fire has two fire stations within the City of Cupertino staffed 
by an on-duty force of 10 firefighting personnel on a 24-hour-per-day basis. 
The District provides three Class A fire pumpers and one ladder truck within 
the two Cupertino Stations. The District is able to provide an average 
response time to the citizens of Cupertino of just over three minutes. 


PROJECTION 1 (CITY OF CUPERTINO BUILD-OUT WITH NO HIGH RISE) 


The Central Fire District is more sensitive to an increase in the City 
of Cupertino's population than with the addition of structures built horizontally. 
Fire protection calls for service will rise as population rises. As calls for 
service rise, the probability of simultaneous alarms increases which will 
tax the present on-duty sources within the City. The Town Center, Vallco and 
south western portions of the city have the capability of the most growth. 
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PROJECTION 1 (CON'T) 


In order to handle the anticipated need for service, the District wishes to 
place a fire station in the area of the Seven Springs Ranch near Stelling 
Road and Rainbow Drive. One plan for staffing the new facility would 

be to move our two-person engine company from Cupertino Station and staff 

it with three people. The District would also increase the staffing on 

the Cupertino truck company from two people to three. Further, the District 
is planning to add two rescue units during Fiscal Year 1984-85 -- one unit 
for the Cupertino Area. The rescue units (flying squads) would be staffed 
with two people each. If the District is able to realize the above-mentioned 
goals, the on-duty firefighting force within the City of Cupertino would rise 
to 14 people (or .28 firefighters per 1000 population - using a projected 
population figure of 50,000 residents). Incidentally, the District is mandated 
by CAL OSHA to staff its firefighting companies with a minimum of three 
people (Arcade Fire District case). No other staffing increases are foreseen 
with the possible exception of an additional fire prevention inspector. 


PROJECTION 2 (CITY OF CUPERTINO BUILD-OUT WITH HIGH RISE BUILDINGS) 


If the City of Cupertino chooses to add high-rise structures to its 
community, the decision would have a definite impact on the Central Fire 
Protection District's service capabilities. The biggest changes envisioned 
would be to increase the staffing at Cupertino Station to four personnel 
on the engine and four on the truck with the addition of one 3-person 
engine company. 


The introduction of high-rise buildings into the City of Cupertino 
would also have an impact on the District's Training and Fire Prevention 
Divisions. The District would need to assign one fire prevention inspector 
full time to a high-rise building cluster as proposed. This person would have 
the responsibility of overseeing the maintenance of all built-in protection 
systems and assist in the training of an on-site firefighting team made 
up of building security personnel. The impact on the Training Division 
would be seen early as high-rise firefighting techniques are taught to 
District personnel. The threshold between normal structural firefighting 
techniques and high-rise firefighting begins in the Central Fire District 
when building height goes beyond 5 stories or 60 feet. The biggest changes 
occur in getting personnel and equipment to the fire floor. Elevators 
cannot be safely used to transport personnel during high-rise building 
firefighting, forcing personnel to use stairways to reach the fire floor. 
We estimate it may take as long as 30 minutes to get a fully equipped 
firefighting team to the 10th floor of a high-rise structure. 


If the City of Cupertino were to allow high-rise structures within its 
community, the District would create a 2nd Battalion District to insure overhead 
leadership within the community on a more timely basis. With the magnitude 
of the fire and rescue problems possible in a high-rise structure, it is 
unreasonable to expect the first arriving fire Captain to direct the efforts 
of 17 first alarm people and make his way to the fire floor to begin 
rescue operations. With a Chief Officer on the scene early, we can maintain 
control and build up our forces in an orderly fashion. 


To summarize, there will definitely be an impact on the Central Fire 
District if high-rise buildings are introduced into the City of Cupertino. 


fr 
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PROJECTION 2 (CON'T) 


To mitigate the impact, I offer the following District needs with 1981-82 
costs and projected times for implementation. 


STAFFING 
Needs 
15 Additional Firefighters 


a. 6 for increased staffing of 
Engine and Truck 1 


b. 9 for staffing of Engine 101 
3 Additional Battalion Chiefs 


1 Additional Fire Prevention Inspector 

Plan Check Assistance 

Staffing Costs 
Firefighters = 
Battalion Chiefs = 
Fire Prevention Inspector = 
TOTAL 

Buildings and Equipment 

Needs 


a. New station or renovation of 
Cupertino Station 


1. Room to house 12 on-duty 
personne] 


b. New 1500 GPM Pumper 


c. Miscellaneous Equipment 
1. Task force hose and nozzle 
2. High rise packages 


3. Other 


IMPLEMENT 


b. Prior to completion of 
4 of structures allowed 
Prior to completion of 
% of structures allowed 
Prior to building Ist 
structure 
$570,000 
$159,000 
$ 44,000 
$773 ,000 
IMPLEMENT 
a. Prior to building of 
lst structure 
b. Prior to completion of 
4 of structures allowed 
GH SPriom tosbutlding®ofalst 


Prior to building of 
Ist structure 


structure 
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Needs IMPLEMENT 
d. Miscellaneous Training Needs/On Going 

Training 
e. Other 


Building and Equipment Costs © 


Station = $750,000 
Pumper = $120,000 
Equipment = $ 50,000 
Training = $ 25,000 
TOTAL $945 ,000 
Recap (In 1981-82 dollars) 
Staffing 2 $773,000 
Capital = $945 000 
TOTAL $1,718,000 


Additionally, the District wishes to commend the City of Cupertino 
for its efforts in providing emergency access to buildings and encourages 
the City to continue providing access without obstruction such as ponds, 
bridges, and covered walkways. If the city chooses to allow construction 
to exceed four stories in height, we urge you to strongly discourage the 
open, atrium-style buildings. 


Finally, Central Fire District wishes to see a buffer zone between 
industry and housing maintained to guarantee a degree of safety to residents 
in cases of hazardous industrial accidents. 


With continued cooperation between the City of Cupertino and the 
Central Fire Protection District, we envision continued strides towards a 
fire safe community. 


Sincerely, 

CENTRAL FIRE wh DISTRICT 
dni] ie Ld. 

Fire C 


DGS :mmb 
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DETAILED STATEMENT OF GENERAL CITY EXPENDITURES FOR THE FISCAL YEAR ENDED JUNE 3G 1960 


UNION CITY 
MILPITAS PLEASANTON SAN BRUNO 
CUPERTINO PACIFICA 
: EXPENSES OUTLAYS 
EXPENSES OUILAYS EXPENSES OUTLAYS EXPENSES OulLAY 
EXPENSES OUILAYS EXPENSES. OUTLAYS 
$18,605 $104 
ha eee 4 ae aa red aa ane $23,540 $394 $20. 485 $90 64,144 ------------ 
SS SSe Sea ; 339 1,557 S352 0 Died ae eee ee ee ------------ 
MANAGER OR ADMINISTRATOR-- 106,302 Aes hae nD pi peta ted SE Si hls 37.52) ------------ ib hd 
QHINMOCCERK = == = = $02.32390, 0° 732.290) Oe prt ee) pie e Gare eee es - Sawcen=----- 96,233 26,017 
CONTROLLER OR FINANCE 215.98 110.489 6.00322 oss eee ee 
‘ Sranie (CT cc oe ee 177.459 ------------ ---------- Ce EGRESS O00 Wh eo mer cece 45.261 ------------ 
cut aroney amos crs 5c Bf gs fetes UMA Of ee ee rir te 739,206 2,552 50.403 8.169 126,657 ------------ 
Ae : eae Smee Ob ib 35.072 ------------ 139,794 UDA) Saisie 15,863 ------------ 
CARDING Hao o- =e 244,566 67.298 ------------ --------- ee e+ 28:38). Ser eas-Ss5 648,370 7,764 
PERSONNEL ADMINISTRATION-- PRION Be Pa LR ea AS thet ae ee Bore een eacee eeseeeeecsas $30,250 71.869 7.226 ------------ ------------ 
GENERAL GOVT BUILDINGS--- 42.246 96.304 ------------ <----------- -- ---------- 602.646 225,646 
OTHER--------------------- 15.774 70.5}3 ------------ 


GEN GOvI ---NONDEPARTMENTAL 
OEBT SERVICE 
GENERAL OBLIGATION 
BONDS- 


145.015 ------------ 
INTERESI------------ 39,163 ------------ 2 z 
PRINCIPAL ----------- 70,000 ------------ pA ht iin Sa api sarieee 
OTHER BONDS : 
NONCENTERPRISEM A a 7A 0 ime. Bee ee ee 
INTEREST----------~- ~----------- -------- 22-2 
PRINCIPAL ----------- -----~---- == 2-9 
OTHER LONG TERM DEBT 
INTERESI------------ 
PRINCIPAL 
RETIREMENT--------------—- SAR Ot SR Ae aia eee ag ony Gee me CP Peta cis <a ge ae ay 
INSURANCE ----------------- 2 Setar Nal Ne Duce RON OD ie it niat Oh Ue ens PAPI ue Bee ere eu. Bechen  PPOe ip igs 
COMMUNITY PROMOTION------- ? aL U8 eee Se Soe eS 
ELECTIONS----------------- ‘ 30.996 ‘~--o---- === 127.2339 ono a 34300450 ooo oe 
OTHER ee ete Seen 23,773 65,046 68.785 ------------ 
PUBLIC SAFETY 1,602,886 6,492 
POLICE PROTECTION--------- 990,612 1,559 2 -577.410 24,205 Bolo ey 14,0440 © 1.436504 71.603 4.005.426 908 
EL REPRO TECIINON see ae aad cee ae 1,030,745 4.32) 1.656.963 2.332 034,624 7,478 619,623 27,590 i fO> SeceacnSosce 
BUILDING REGULATION------- 167,403 10.077 1067323) ----—-—-——~~— 907.515 14.010 149,647 3,365 61.010 309 6.765 331 
RW IT SAA CON REGU LA VN OM at a pS pets aba ee eer eae 3.323 1430) Cie cae aaa aa 2,300 ------------ 
Civil DEFENSe= === a= 30000 tS ae eee cee. ale oan EE ULE By ee ieee Mee was ai a 
PUBLIC WORKS 214,960 1,055 
ENGINEERING AND ADMIN ---- 271,297 940 254,810 857 ee 2612605 2,045 YO 172 
STREETS?) SVORM DRAINS YAND- © © BAER Cy Serer re ye a ee a ee Be ae 461,097 371,278 
STREET LIGHTING-------- 731.933 631.645 543.905 1,059,661 367,756 214,03) 642,169 rH A ee SS eee 

DARCVRG EACECR TIES oe ee ee a ie rae ee 400. 280 130, $58 |------------ ------------ 13,843 ------------ 

SEWAG ano yg et eee YY Pe eae Eh eee ee oe ee eee ° ------------ 
pina pause: Bah Sree hs. No giaras: BS 4 8 nneneeee eee wenn nn nnn nnn 22-2 -------- 708,172 4,097 

WASTE COLLECTION AND Bas eae Sere eee Seid 1, Oye ae a 
DISPOSAL --------------- 929909 2- Sse ste So Peg = peed eke Oe ee Os ee ee aan Unt WUC 3.239 

UNALLOCATED COSTS=--SHOPS fe UR 1 ee eek © Gas eer corre re ee oe ge 260,607 33,753 
AND CORPORATION YARDS-- 305,005 39,748 Pe erye 

HEALTH 7,500 ------------ 
HEALTH: SERVICE S=- 99 = ae a ee) ea a ea ee ee hs ae a aig ia gti 

LIBRARIES eh bee Sia SS Pee eee ete 2 Tie aren es Ue ee eee ee eee 
LLORARY SERVICES ===-228-25) Geese aes Se She See ar et at as aed ee ee a 293,633 19,545 

PARKS AND RECREATION 242,491 466,357 
PARKS AND RECREATION------ 406,825 54.445 460,824 29) ,367 Aeynane 655.286 97,065 677,523 201,049 

CONTRIBUTIONS 10 OTHER GOv- 

ERNMENT FUNDS AND UNITS 
CONTRIBUTIONS TO- ~~ re ee I a ee ee ee er ee 
CITY OWNED ENTERPRISES-- ------------ ------------ SOT T TTT rrr LIOR Cit toa 6.333 16,264 1440154) 
Cae ee ee ae ene ee is Le ben bhai | ese 22.238 59,63) 32,400 i 
TOTAL EXPENDITURES---- $4,027,576 $064,947 $6.119.499 $1,655 177 $5,197,159 $507,409 38.203, 785 $037 secu ee eee aye .06% 


$7,502,150 $197,922 


OETAILED STATEMENT OF GENERAL CITY REVENUES FOR THE FISCAL YEAR ENOED JUNE 


TAXES--PROPERTY 
CURRENT YEAR--SECURED----- 
CURRENT YEAR--UNSECURED--— 


PRIOR YEARS-<-<----= pas eaias eee ess 

OTHER PROPERTY TAXES------ 

INTEREST & PENALTIES------ 
TAXES--OTHER 

SAGES 2) USE TAXES <--=<= oo 

TRANSIENT LODGING TAXES-~-- 

FRANCHI SES------ eo ee 


BUSINESS LICENSE TAXES---- 
PROPERTY TRANSFER TAXES--~ 
OTHER NOW-PROPERTY TAXES-- 


LICENSES ANO PERMITS 
ANIMAL LICENSE S----------- 
BICYCGUEMUICENSES=-—e—e=en~ 
CONSTRUCTION PERMI TS---<-- 
PARK | N@-mn omen ereeeeeceooe= 
STREEY AWO CURB PERMITS--~ 
OTHER LICENSES AND PERMITS 


FINES ANG PENALTIES 
VEKICLE CODE FINES-------- 
OTHER FINESom-ooeeseneee—— 
OTHER PENALTIES-2--------= 


FROM USE OF MONEY & PROPERTY 
INVESTMENT EARNINGS=------ 
RENTS ARO CONCESSIONS--=-- 
ROYALT I ES----2-------=---- 


OTHER @----2-2----22ee--- == 


FROM OTHER AGENCIES 
ALCOHOLIC BEV FEES -ST--- 
VEHICLE IM LIEU TAXES -ST- 
GASOLINE TAXES -ST-s-----=- 
HOMEOWNERS TAX RELIEF -ST- 
BUSINESS INY TAX RELIEF-ST 
TRAILER IN LIEU TAXES -ST- 
CIGARETTE TAXES -ST------- 
OTHER STATE GRANTS-------— 
COUNTY GRANT OF GAS TAX-—- 
OTHER COUNTY GRANTS-<----— 
FEDERAL REVENUE SHARING--— 
OTHER FEDERAL GRANT S<----= 
OTHER TAXES IN LIEUssm---— 


CURRENT SERVICE CHARGES 
ZONING FEESoooonene eee emm= 
SUBOIVISION FEES---------=— 
SALE OF MAPS, ETC. --2----- 
OTHER FILING FEES--------- 
SPECIAL POLICE SERVICES--- 
SPECIAL FIRE SERVI.CES----- 
PLAN CHECKING FEES----<--- 
ANIMAL SHELTER FEES------- 
ENGINEERING FEES---------- 
STREET ANO CURB REPAIRS-~-~ 
LOCAL ASSESSMENT S--------- 
LOT CLEANING 
SEWER SERVICE ------------- 


REFUSE COLLECTION------- -- 
SALE OF REFUSE---------- -- 
VIRTAC SVAN USGS ase am 


FIRST AIO ANO AMBULANCE --— 
HEALTH INSPECTION FEES---- 
LIBRARY FINES ANO FEES---- 
PARKS AND RECREATION--~--~- 
OTHER SERVICE CHARGES----- 


OTHER REVENUE 
SALE OF PROPERTY —-e—=— em == 
SEWER CONNECTION FEES----~- 
CONTRIBUTION FROM=- 
CITY OWNED ENTERPRISES---- 
NON-GOVT SOQURCES------- —— 
OTHERBREVE NUE @<<——<——22—=— 


TOTAL REVENUE S-------— 


CUPERTINO 


$273,194 
38,480 
3,750 


614 


3,503,944 
274,543 
69,410 
$6,123 
313,558 


1,990 
134,000 


erwowmececocn= 


worccoceoooce 


177,248 


661,156 
34,779 


19,211 
651,518 
366,860 

26,716 

7,327 
2,008 
154,960 
311,797 
150,733 
394,094 


erereceooce— 


6,772 
640 
25,641 
119,241 


145,152 
67,000 


3,100 


51,330 


112,135 


$8,353,064 
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$1,502,353 
183,436 


1,424,428 
249,086 
73,954 
89,163 
414,048 


193,034 


Socom eesooco=— 


6,142 


123,437 
9,730 


www mmm enone 


686,449 
15,102 


eeeomononwoce— 


11, 882 
634,902 
331,465 
142,423 

37,643 


$8,352,743 


PACIFICA 


$1,449,120 
219,491 
20,656 


651,224 
13,265 
217,581 
77,985 
$1,495 


7$2 
245 
64,237 


eeomeowocooe 


ee@cceeosooe= 


73,355 


90 196 


ooo 


973,176 
303,205 


woewoeceecc= 


12,766 
669,225 
370, 448 

92,018 

8,649 
3,794 

67,676 
340,531 
139,178 

77,218 
225,733 
609,960 


2168 
62,972 
10,709 

894 
16,710 

4,875 
9,771 
1,410,640 
147,119 
6,029 


3,495 
32,592 


eww meow monn 


ewer e wero ocne 


16,165 


$8,586,991 


PLEASANTON 


$1,457,465 
175,609 


990,701 
22,496 
135,902 
67,787 
63,062 
85,038 


16,827 
2,019 
113,113 
228 
$,320 
06s 


93,231 


woowmcoccoone 


499,223 
2,882 


16,337 
605,602 
303,034 
120,382 

14,386 

16,027 

68,402 
266,323 

73,870 
243,717 
130,777 


283,899 
4,789 


15,640 


eer es ow wn 


11,6860 
19,361 
60,477 


$6,444,682 


26 


30, 


1960 


SAN BRUNO 


$824 512 
138,317 
20,574 


126,964 
66,327 


628,199 
22,003 


15,946 
679 $42 
365,395 

$2,740 

5,109 

4,449 
Bh rh) 
183,331 
101,926 
230,591 

63,894 


Promo scoooce 


2,186 
19,211 


211 
752,573 
1,094,131 


$9,755 418 


UMION CITY 


$1,309,199 
161,671 
20,555 
1,086 

661 


1,347,276 
245,739 
83.965 
$2,301 
216,683 


Sire he 4 
496 
373,136 


23,608 


$6,324 
19,105 


464,895 


wen rwecesooe 
woes ococenco] 


1S, 406 
615, 768 
310,195 
118,871 

10,436 

34,747 
106,418 
163,042 

75,363 

2a7i2 
413,662 
738,537 
19,410 


29,672 
896 
40,925 
$2,504 
8,023 


372,389 
1,876 


68.226 


3,987 
SDS OSS Se meee 


wee oe. 
OOO 


1,062,313 
11,994 


$8,753,610 


